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July  1936 


A 


FORETfORD 


The  jtoerican  public   is  keenly  interested  in   costs  and   charges 
between  farmers  and   consumers.      This  interest  has  been  particularly 
strong  since  the  beginning  of  the  depression,   es  these  charges  and 
prices  to   consumers  generally  did  not  fall  so  rapidly  or   so   far  aa 
did  prices  to  farmers.     Farmers,    consumers,   and  the  marketing  and 
transportation  industries. are"  concerned  v;itli  the  question. 

As  recovery  advances, and  consumer   incomes  rise,   the  general 
interest   in  marketing  costs  may  subside  'partially,  but   our  interest 
in  this  problem  should  not  be  temporary  or  intermittent.     There  is  a 
constant  need  for  the  regular  cpllection-,   analysis,  and  publication 
of  data  to  show  changes  in'  the  price:  spreads  for  all  important  farm 
products. 

This  report   is  a  summary  of  the  best  available  statistical 
facts  about  the  spread  between  prices  of  food  products  at  the   farm 
and  prices  of  foods  in  the  city  store.     It  is  designed  to  give  the 
student   in  this  field  a  general  picture  of  the  facts. 

As  this  report   is  intended  primarily  for  economists  and  tech- 
nical workers,    it   includes  a  detailed  description  of  the  methods  used 
to  measure  price  spreads.     A  leaflet   is  being  prepared  for  non-technical 
readers  that  will  give  a  summary  of  the  main  facts  in  this  report. 

No  detailed  analysis  of  reasons  for  variations  in  price   spreads 
is  here  attempted.     The  reader  who  hopes  to  find  proof  that   charges 
are  too  high  or  too  low  will  be  disappointed.     Such  an  analysis  could 
be  made  only  by  careful  and  detailed  studies  of  costs,  profits,   and 
organization  in  all  the  food-processing  and  food- distributing  indus- 
tries, and  a  careful  consideration  of  alternative  methods  in  these 
industries. 
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Introduction 

Whenever  food  prices  change  abruptly  there  is  a  wave  of  popular 
interest  in  charges  for  transportation,  processing,  and  marketing. 
Food  prices  dropped  sharply  from  1989  to  1932  and,  as  usual,  charges 
for  transportation,  processing,  and  marketing  remained  fairly  stable. 
As  a  result  the  percentage  drop  in  prices  at  the  farm  was  much  greater 
than  the  percentage  drop  in  retail  prices  of  food.  Naturally,  the 
farmer  became  very  much  concerned  with  marketing  costs  aai  tried  in 
many  ways  to  reduce  them. 

During  the  upswing  in  food  prices  from  1933  through  1935  the 
consumer  became  very  much  interested  in  costs  of  marketing.   There  has 
bteen  much  discussion  about  the  pyramiding  of  costs  such  as  increased 
wage  rates  and  processing  taxes.  Probably  most  consumers  realized 
in  1932  that  prices  received  by  farmers  for  food  products  were  too  low. 
They  favored  a  public  policy  that  would  raise  prices  to  farmers,  at 
laast  moderately,  if  it  could  be  carried  out  in  such  a  way  that  retail 
prices  of  food  would  not  be  increased  unnecessarily. 

Interest  in  the  facts  about  the  spread  between  prices  at  the 
farm  and  prices  in  city  retail  stores  has  been  so  keen  since  1929  that 
the  Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics  published  a  preliminary  report  in 
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orien'ro^r-"^?'   "^^  !^«"  ^*""^°  Fam  prices  and  Retail  Prices 
dltTl^^       ■   ^^V^^"*  '"■°"«^*  together  the  available  statistical 
f^!     ^  noL^'"''''^  °^  ^  *^^"  °^  ^l^^  ""s*  important  foods  from  1910 
through  1934.     Studies  of  margins  have  been  continued.     TMs  report 

l^lTt^^^'l  total  spread  between  the  equivalent  valuero?  5??ood 
Items  at  the  farm  and   in  city  retail  stares.     There   is  no  historical 

In"p°ric:s  and\^°tr::^"  '°°'  "^^'  '"^   "   ^^  believed'^hat  tL   t-nds 
iL^=     f  ""^^  ^°  P"""®  spreads  represented  by  these  58  items 

are  fairly  representative  of  food  products  in  general. 

Ihere   is  one   difficulty  in  using  these  figures  to  represent 
accurately  the  farmer's  share  of  the   consumer's  food  dolla^-   tha?  i. 

»i:L°°  ^"T*  ^^r  '''"  "^'^  *°  *"=«  ^^^  *>>-  retail  val^;  of  an  ' 
minor  Products  and  by-products  of  such  conmodities  as  wheat  and  live- 
stock.    If  this  could  be  done  the   total  amount  the  consumer  spends  for 

^^™J^!/       'f  ^"^  '°  ***  *^''^^"  ^'^  ""^«-*«  °f  this  report  and  fhe 
spread  between  f am  values  and  retail  values  v^uld  therefore  be  larger 
also.     For  that  reason  the   farmer's  share  of  the   oonsuiiBr's  food 
dollar  my  be  somewhat  smaller  than  indicated  by  the  figures  in  thia 
report,  but  it  is  believed  that  the  trends   in  the  fanner',  share  of 

Te,  f^LT'     f/°°^  ^°^^°^  ^^  ^^  year-to-year  changes  in  his   share 
are  fairly  well  represented.  ^^^j-w 

p,^o       '^%^f  ail  prices  used  in  this  report  are  those  obtained  by  the 
^y^Ty..  l^^'ll  Statistics.     I^e  farm  prices  are  principally  those 
published  by  the  Division  of  Crop  and  Livestock  Estimates  of  this 
Bureau. 

Farm- to-retail  price  margins    aa  used   in  this  study  represent 
all   charges  between  the  farmer  and  the  urban  consumer.     These   charges 
represent  varying  anounts  of  transportation,   processing,   and  marketing. 
For  example,   amounts  of  transportation  vary  from  the   trucking  of 
vegetables  from  nearby  market  gardens  to  the   city  to  the  shipnent   of 
many  localized  crops  across  the  entire  country.     Anounts  of  processing 
vary  from  practically  none  at  all  on  such  foods  as  eggs  and  potatoes 
to  complicated  and  extensive  processing,   like  the   canning  of   corn  and 
the  baking  of  bread.      Costs  of  city  wholesale  and  retail  marketing 

^f^.rr  ^^°^^^°™°^i*y  to   conmodity,  frdtn  city  to   city,  and  from  one 
dealer  to  another. 

The  reader  should  note  carefully  the  distinction  between  pri«« 
spreads  and  costs  of  transportation,  processing,  and  marketing.     No 
attempt  is  made  in  this  stucfy  to  analyze  costs.     The  price  spreads 
include  varying  amounts  of  profits.     No  attempt   is  made  h«re  to 
analyze  the   figures  for  the  purpose  of  deciding  whether  or  not   profits 
may  be  too  large  at  any  particular  point  in  the  marketing  system.     A 
study  now  being  conducted  by  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  should  throw 
ligiht  on  that  question.     The  farmer  and  the   consuner  are   interested 
not  so  much   in  finding  out  whether  some   individuals  in  tha  marketing 
system  are  making  large  profits  as  they  are   in  the  more  important 
question  of  whether   the  T«^ole  system  could  be  made  more   efficient. 
Real  improvement   in  the  efficiency  of  maiketing  might  well  result  in 


lower  prices  to  the   consumer,    in  a  greater  income  to  fanners,  and  in 
greater  profits  to  dealers  and  processors. 


Nature  of  This  Report 

The  period  covered  in  this  report   is  from  1913  to   1935.     Farm 
prices,  retail  prices,   and  the  farm- to- re tail  price  spreads  are  given 
for  each  year  in  the  period  for  which  the  necessary  price  data  are 
available.      Tables  10  to  42,   pages  34  to     66   ,    show  the  retail  value, 
the   equivalent  farm  value,  the  actual  margin  per  retail  unit,   and  the 
faim  value  as  a  percentage  of  the   retail  value  for  each  food  or  group 
of  foods.     The  methods  of  calculation  are  discussed  in  sections  that 
precede  the  tables.     The  annual  expenditure  for  the  58  foods  by  a 
workingman's  family  has  also  been  estimated  for  each  year  during  the 
period  1913  to  1935.     This  is  shown   in  table  8,  p.   32  and  figure  1, 
p.   4  . 

The  table   and  the    chart  each  summarizes  the  movements  of  food 
prices  at  the   farm  and  in  the   retail   store  since  1913  and   indicates 
roughly:,     at  least,  the   trends  in  the   farmer's  share  of  the   consumer's 
food  dollar.     The  tables  and  charts  tliiat  are  presented  later  indicate 
that  the  farmer's  share  of  the   consumer's  dollar  spent   for  some   foods 
is  very  much  greater  than  his  share  in  a  dollar  spent  for  other  foods. 
For  example,   in  1935  the  farmer  received  about   9  percent   of  the 
dollar  the   consumer  spent  for  soda  crackers,  and    about  66  percent   of 
the  dollar  spent  for  eggs.      The  variations  in  margins  for  the   different 
food  products  are  discussed  later.      It  will  first  be  of  some   interest 
to  analyze  the   trends  in  marketing  costs  and  charges  for  the  58  foods 
as  a  group. 


Annual  Family  Purchases  of  58  Foods  Combined 

Values  and  margins  for  58  foods  combined  are  given  in  table  8 
and  figure  1,   by  years,   1913-35.     The  retail  value  of  58  foods 
represents  annual  expenditure  for  these  foods  by  a  typical  working- 
man's  family.      The  farm  value   is  the    income  received  by  farmers  for 
equivalent  quantities  of  farm  products  required  to   supply  the  58  foods. 
The   same  data  are  shown   in  table  9  reduced  to  an  index  basis  and 
including  months  of  1935  and  January-May,   1936. 

The   importance  of   the    58  foods  and  of  several  sub-groups   in 
the  total  expenditure  per  family  for   foods   in  1935   is  indicated  in 
table  1.      The  consumption  data  for  the   58  foods  were  obtained  from 
the   Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  Cost  of  Living  Survey  of  1918-19  ^ich 
gave  consumption  of  128  food   items,   presumably  including  all  foods. 
The  various    items  were  valued  at   estimated  retail  prices  for   1935. 
The  retail  value   of  the   58  foods  makes  up  nearly  three-fourths  of 
total  expenditiires  for  128  food  items,   and  about   one-third  of  the 
remainder  represents  foods  not  obtained  from  danestic  farm  products, 
such  as  coffee,    imported  sugar,  and  fish.     Dairy  products  appear  to 
be  the  most   important   sub-group  among  the  58  foods.      It   is  probable 
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Table  1*-  Expend liuses  for  food  by  a  typical 
wdrkingman^e  family  in  193^, 


• 

» 

• 

:     Retail 

:       Percent 

:       Percent 

**        *  ••■ 

*  '          ■         Commod  ity 

:     value 

:         of  all 

:         of  58 

:     Dollars 

1... 128,  foods .._ 
:       percent 

:. foods 

:       percent 

58  Foods  *  '                    '           ' 

I 

Beef  products 

t       53.04      ! 

!               11.8            J 

1           16.0 

Pork  products 

!       39.58     : 

\             8.8          ! 

I           11.9 

Dairy  products 

5      .79.19     : 

17.6          J 

;            23.9 

Eqqs 

:       22.33      ! 

!              5.0 -'■     1 

\              6.7 

Bakery  products  and 

I       ....     .                        J 

cereals 

i       67.06     J 

I            14. 9          ! 

!            20.2 

Fresh  fruits  and             ; 

vegetables 

{       47.07     : 

!               10.4             ! 

\           14.8 

Carjied  fruits  and           1 

vegetables                     < 

I        5.18     : 

1.1            ! 

1.6 

Other  foods  of  58           ; 

1       18.18     ; 

!            4.0         : 

5.5 

Total                    '    ; 

•  .  331.63     : 

73.6          J 

100.0 

Other  foods  not   included 

in  58                                      ; 

:     119.17     : 

26.4         : 

• 

Total  128  food  items           ; 

• 

450. 8(^     : 

100.0         : 

■ 

Source:     Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  wRetail  Prices  of  Principal 

Items  of  Food,"  with  estimated  prices  of  foods  not  reported 
by  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

Annual  food  consumption  data  were  obtained  from  the  1918-19 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  cost  of  living  survey,  giving 
.    annual  purchases  per  family  of  128  food  items. 
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?^A  ^^e^e  have  been  significant  shifts  in  consuription  habits  since 
xyiti-iy.     A  consumption  study  now  being  made  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
statistics  m  the  U.   S.   Department  of  Labor  and  the   Bureau  of  Home 
Economias  in  the  u.   S.   Department  of  Agricultuj-^  will  give  more  up- 
to-date  information  on  this  point  and  will  make   lossible  some 
corrections  in  the  weights  used  in  the  present  study* 

Figure  1  shows  that  the  cost  of  a  workini-^r  m»s  femily^s  annual 
^     consumption  of  58  foods  was  lowest  during  the  pre-war  period  1913-15. 

wTtrioAl  ^^°?L!^^^'  ^°^  *^^*  *^^^  ^^^«^  ^^  ^«'^^ly  r^^ched  again 
with  $264  m  1933.     The  farm  value  of   the  58  focde,   on  the   other  hand, 
was  much  lower  during  1932  and  1933  than   in  any  previous  year  of  the 
^        *^3-year  period,  and  barely  rose  to  the  1914  level  by  1955.     Thus, 

^^1   ^?J^®®®  ^^^^  °°®*  *^®   consumer  more  than  i..\  the  pre-war  period, 
While  the  farmer  received  substantially  less  for  producing  them. 

Margins  Follow  Hourly  Wage  Ratet 

.    ..    ^.'^^  °°^*^  ^^  charges  for  transporting,  processing,    ax^  di»- 
*^o.     ^^^  *^®  58  foods,  represented  by  the  margin,    rose  sharply  from 
$124  m  1915  to  #242   in  1920,   nearly  doubling  in  5\^ars.     The  per- 
centage increases  in  farm  and  retail  values  and  maryins  from  1915  to 
1920  were   about  the    same,    so  .that  the   farmer's  shar<«  of  the   consumer's 
dollar  was  practically  unchanged,   amounting  to  52  cents  in  1915 
and  53  cents  in  1920.      During  the  deflationary  period  of  the   early  20's, 
the  sharp  drop  in  retail  value  of  58  foods  was  accompanied  by  a  less- 
than-proportional  decline   in  margins,  and  a  relatively  large  decline 
in  prices  received  by  farmers.     Margins  of  58  foods  combined  increased 
slightly  from  1923  to  1930.      In  1933  the  margin  of  $17k%  was  the   lowest 
since  1917.     The  |lo  deoliaa  in  margins  from  1932  to  19I&3  more  than 
offset  the  $6  decline  in  retail  value,   so  that  fairn  val«i^  began,  its 
rise  with  a  $4  increase  from  1932  to  1933. 


{ 


The  farm-to-retail  price  margin  of  58  foods  combintid- appears 
to  be  closely  associated  with  the   Bureau  of  Labor  StatietiiDs  Index  of 
Hourly  Earnings  of  wage -work er s ,  exclusive  of  agriculture,    as  shown 
m  figure  2.     From  1913  to  1919  and  fron  1922  to  1935  year-to-year 
changes  in  margins  were  similar  to  those   in  hourly  earnings,    while 
from  1919  to   1922,  margins  decreased  relative   to  hourly  earn&igs. 

This  close  relationship  between  hourly  wage  rates  and  charges 
for  transportation,  processing,  and  marketing  is  to  be  expected,   since 
most  of  the  costs  involved  in  getting  foods  from  the   farmer  to  ♦he 
consumer  are  made  up  largely  of  wage  rates.     In  general,    it  appe^s 
that  year-to-year  changes  in  the  spread  between  prices  at  the   faifn 
and   in  city  retail  stores  are  due   to  four  factors:     (1)   changes  1^ 
hourly  wage  rates  and   changes  in  other  cost  items,    (2)   changes  in 
profits  of  processors  and  dealers,    (3)   changes  in  the  efficiency  of 
the  marketing  system,  and,    (4)  changes  in  the  amounts  of  processing 
and  in  the  amounts  of  various  kinds  of  services. 
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It  is  difficult  to  analyze  the  effects  of  all  four  of  these 
factors  on  price  spreads  during  the  period  from  1913  to  date. 
However,   it  appears  that  changes  in  hourly  wages  have  been  re.ponsible 
for  a  large  part  of  the  changes  that  have  occurred  in  costs  and 
charges  for  transportation,  processing,  and  marketing.     Probably 
during  this  period  there  was  also  some  increase  in  the  efficiency  of 

ll!^     l^"^  ^^^^-^  "^^"^  **"  ^°  ^^'^S^  P«^*  °"««t  by  an  increased 
amount  of  processing  and  increased  services  between  the  farmer  and 

t^«^r^™fT"     '^^V^,^^  f««n  ^  constant  trend  throughout  the  period 
toward  smaller  retail  units  and  toward  a  greater  amount  of  processing 
and  packaging  of  foods.     This,  by  itself,  would  tend  to  widen  the 
TllL  ""  the  price  at  the  fam  and  prices  in  city  stores  unless 

It  were  accompanied  by  greater  efficiency  at  some  point  in  the  market- 
ing system,  making  possible  savings  which  would  offset  the  added  costs 
of  more  processing  and  packaging. 

Changes  in  the_  Farmer's  Share  of  the_  Consumer's  Food  Dollar 

^  .;o  /^P^®  ^  ®^^^  *^*  ^arm  value  as  a  percentage  of  retail  value 

of  58  foods  rose  from  1913  to  1917,   declined  continuously  to  1921. 

then  varied  less  than  5  percent  until  1930.   dropped  sharply  to  a 

minimum  of  33  percent  in  1932,  and  has  been  increasing  since  1932  to 

1934^0  1935^  ^^'''^''*   "''  ^^^^'  '"^^^  *^  ^^^^^'^  ^^""^^^   increase  from 

In  table  2  are  summarized  for  the  year  1935  average  farm  and 
II     la  l^^T^  ^""^  margins  per  retail  unit  for  each  item  or  group  of 
the  58  foods.     The  last   column  shows  fam  value  as  a  percentage  of 
retail  value,   and   is  intended  to  measure  roughly  the  portion  of  the 
consumer»s  Jollar  spent  for  each  of  the  products  which  is   received  by 
the  farmer.-/     m  1935,   this  percentage  shows  typical  variation  among 
foods,  ranging  from  9  percent  for  soda  crackers  to   66  percent  for   egls 
corresponding  to  percentage  margins  of  91  percent  for   soda  crackers       ' 
and  34  percent  for  eggs.      The   actual  size  of  this  percentage   is 
important   to   the   farmer  since  margins  tend  to  vary  less  over  periods  ' 
of  time  or  with   fluctuation  of  supply,  than  does  retail  price.     If 
the  margin  in  cents  per  retail  unit  remains  constant,  then  a  given 
actual  decrease  in  the    retail  price  will  cause  the   sane   actual  decrease 
in  farm  value,    in  cents.     The  percentage  decrease  in  price  at  the   farm 
under  these  circumstances  would  always  be  greater  than  the   percentage 
decrease   in  retail  price.     The  ratio  of  the  percentage  decrease   in 
farm  price  to  that   in  retail  price  will  be   inversely  proportional  to 
the  farm  value  as  a  percentage  of  retail  value.     For  example,    suppose 
the  retail  price  of  an  item  is  $1,   and  the   farm  value  is   60  cents. 
'ff..!.^.^?:?A'^  remains   constant  at  40  cents  while  the  retail  price 

1/     The  difficulty  in  interpreting  this  percentage  as  the  farmer's 
share  of  the   consumer's  dollar  in  the   cases  of   certain  foods, 
especially  pork,  beef,   and  lamb  products,   is  discussed  in  the  section 
on  Equivalents   (p.  18),  and  on  Fam  Value  as  a  Percentage  of  Retail 
Value,    (p.   31). 
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decreases  10  cents  or  10  percent,  the  farm  value  will  decrease  10 
cents  or  16-2/3  percent.     With  a  retail  price  of  $1  and  a  farm  value 
or  20  cents,  and  a  fixe-d margin  of  80'  cents,   however,-   the   decrease 
Of  10  cents  or  10  percent   in  the  retai;  price  will  cause  a  decrease 
01  10  cents  or  50  percent  in  ths  farm  value.     The  much  larger 
percentage  drop  in  f^rm  value  in  the  .se.cond  case  is  due  to  the  fact 
that  the    initial  fam  value  was  20  percent  of  retail  value,   and  we"' 
^0%/S  "    ^^^'^^^^   "^  ^°^'   l^'Z/2><f,  -    (10%/60)  7L  100,  and  50^^16-2/3^  = 

T^e  argument  presented  ^bove  is. based  upon  the  assumption  that 
/         the  absolute  margin  remains  constant  as  the  retail 'price  changes. 
^  Th2,s  .a^^wnption  may  be  justified  in  isolated  cases,  but,   in  general 

margins  are  not    constant.      If  margins  vary'kbeolutely,  but  are  a  '    ' 
constant  percentage  of  retail  value,   then  obviously  any  pei^centage 
ohange  m  retail  price  will  cause  the  same  percentage  change  in  farm 
price.  ' 

■■  '.*  *        ••  •        •  ..... 

Figure  3  compares  farm  value  as  a  percentage'  of  retail  value 
in  1932   and  1935  with  the  average  for  the   period  1922-30  for   several 
of  the   58  foods  and  for  the  58  foods  combined. 

Previous  studies  have  shown  that  the  retailer ♦s  margin  as  a 
percentage  of  retail  value  varies  among  commodities  directly  with  the 
number, of  retail  units  per  farm  pro.duct.  wiitS/,  ^nd.  inversely  with  the 
normal  value  of  a  retail  sale. 2/  -    ^    •- 


p  *      • «     • « 


The  Nature  of  Variation  in  Margins 

Variation  in  margins  of  a  given  item  or  group  of  foods  may  be 
related  to  variation  in  (1)   cost  factors,    (2)  prices,   and    (3)   supply. 

The  variation  in  margins  over  tine,   or  the    secular' trend  in 
margins,   can  be  explained  largely  by  long-time   changes 'and  trends  in 
cost  factors,   such  as  hourly  earnings   (figure  2),   freight  rates,   etc. 
Other  factors  causing  long-time  changes  in  margin's 'arte  shifts  in 
centers  of  production  and  of  consumption,   a  trend  toward  increased  • 
retail  credit,   and  demand  for  more  services  from  processors  and 
distributor.s..  ..Increased. efficiency  in. processing  and   in  distribution 
and  trends  toward  cash-and-carry  retailing  are  factors  offsetting 
the  effects  of 'those  mentibn6d' above. 

The  relation  of  margins  to   supply  could  be  derived  theoreti- 
cally from  the  relation  of  margins  to  price  through   the  supply- price 
function,  after  variation  in  the  price  level  had  been  eliminated,  but 
supply-price  functions  themselves  are  sametiioBs  vague  and  unreliable, 

2/'    Waiigh,   Frederick  v;,*  Ret  ail  Margins'  on  Farm- Produce   in  Trenton, 
New  Jersey,  N.   J.   Dept.   of  Agriculture.     Circular  86,    15£5« 

3/     Artman,   Charles  E. ,  Expense  Factors   in  City  Distribution  of 
Perishables,   U.   S.   D.   A.   Bull.   1411,   1926. 
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FARM  VALUE  EXPRESSED  AS  A  PERCENTAGE  OF  RETAIL  VALUE 

PERCENT 
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U    S   DEPARTMENT  OF  AGR.CULTURE  .^G     3,096  BUREAU  Or  AGRICULTURAL  ECONOMICS 

FicwRC  3.-     The   faum    value   as  a    percentage    of  retail 

VALUE  EXPRESSES  THE  FARM  VALUE  OF  THE  EQUIVALENT  FARM 
PRODttCT  AS  A  PERCENTAGE  OF  THE  RETAIL  VALUE  OF  THE  FRIN- 
CI  PAL  FOODS  DERIVED  FROM  THE  FARM  PRODUCT  WITH  NO  ALLOW* 
ANCE    FOR    VALUE    OF    BY-PRODUCTS. 
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For  58  foods  combined,  the  effect  upon  margins  of  variation 
in  supply  should  be  minimized,  since  low  production  of  one  crop  would 
offset  large  production  of  another,  and  the  only  remaining  variation 
is  in  total  supply  of  all  equivalent  farm  products.  In  figure  4, 
actual  retail  value  of  58  foods  is  plotted  against  actual  farm  value 
for  1920-1935.  Letting  y  »  retail  value,  x  =  farm  value,  and 
m  -  y-x  «  margin,  zero  margins  are  represented  by  the  Line  m  =  y-x  =  o 
or  y  «  X.  The  actual  margin  represented  by  any  point  on  the  chart  is 
measured  by  the  height  above  the  zero  margin  line.  Letting  My  =  average 
retail  value,  Mx  =  average  farm  value,  a  constant  margin  equal  to  the 
average  margin  is  represented  by  the  line  m  =  y-x  =  My  -  Mx  or 
y  «  (My  -  Mx)  •»■  X.  Similarly  the  line  y  =  (My/Mx)X  represents  constant 
percentage  margins  equal  to  the  percentage  margin  at  the  means.  The 
actual  relation  established  by  the  data  lies  between  the  constant 
margin  and  the  constant  percentage  margin  lines,  indicating  that  the 
margin  is  composed  of  a  constant  part  plus  a  part  viiich  varies  directly 
with  retail  price.  Most  of  the  variation  in  farm  and  retail  prices 
shown  in  the  chart  is  due  to  variation  in  price  level,  and  the  figure 
illustrates  the  dependence  of  the  farm  price  level  upon  the  retail 
price  level.  This  type  of  relation  between  margins  and  price  is 
typical  of  each  of  the  foods  that  have  been  analyzed  separately. 

From  the  relations  of  margins  to  price,  such  as  discussed  above, 
inferences  should  not  be  drawn  concerning  the  relations  of  margins  to 
supply,  until  the  effect  of  the  price  level  has  been  eliminated. 
Apparently  a  relation  of  margins  to  supply  can  have  meaning  only  when 
a  large  portion  or  all  of  the  supply  of  the  farm  product  is  sold  to 
consumers  in  the  fonn  of  the  particular  retail  product  under  considera- 
tion; that  is,  consumption  of  the  retail  product  must  be  nearly  equal 
to  farm  sales  of  the  equivalent  farm  product  in  order  to  relate  retail 
price  end  farm  price  to  a  common  supply.  This  is  practicable  for  beef, 
pork,  dairy  products,  eggs,  potatoes,  onions,  and  several  other  items. 
Analysis  of  relation  of  margins  to  supply  is  impracticable  for  items 
such  as  corn  flakes,  rolled  oats,  and  wheat  cereal,  where  only  a  small 
part  of  sales  of  the  farm  product  is  used  for  the  given  retail  product. 
The  proper  method  to  use  for  such  an  analysis  would  probably  be  to 
determine  margins  between  the  faim  price  per  xmit   of  a  given  product 
and  the  total  retail  value  of  all  possible  retail  products  obtained 
from  one  farm-produce  unit,  weighted  by  quantities  of  these  retail 
products,  and  to  relate  these  margins  to  total  sales  of  the  farm 
product. 


FARM  TO  RETAIL  PRICE  MARGINS  FOR  58  FOODS*  COMBINED.  1920-35 

RELATION  or  MAROINt  TO  FARM  VALUE  AND  RETAIL  VALUE 
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In  table  3  are  summarized  coefficients  of  correlation  between 
deflated  farm-to-retail  price  margins  and  supply  as  a  percentage  of 
linear  trend,  for  12  important  food  groups  including  23  of  the  58 
foods.   The  margins  were  deflated  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
Index  of  Hourly  Earnings  to  remove  variations  due  to  change  in  costs 
over  time  without  affecting  variations  associated  with  changes  in 
supply.   For  the  supply  variable  the  most  convenient  series  was  chosen 
which  should  vary  proportionally  to  the  proper  supply  variable.   In 
order  to  eliminate  association  due  to  trends  in  the  two  variables 
(some  of  which,  however,  may  be  significant)  the  supply  variable  was 
expressed  as  percentage  of  linear  trend.   The  correlation  coefficient 
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FlQURC  4.-  ThC  actual  MARGIN  RCPRKSCNTCO  »Y  ANY 
POINT  ON  THC  CNART  !•  MCAtURCO  BY  ITO  HCIOHT  AftOVC  THC 
ZERO  MARGIN  LINE.  ThC  THRCt  LINES  THROUON  TMC  INTER- 
SECTION or  AVERAGE  RETAIL  VALUE  AND  AVERAttE  FARM  VALUK 
REPRESENT  (I)  CONSTANT  ABSOLUTE  MARGIN  EQUAL  TO  THK 
1920-35  AVERAGE  MARGIN,  (2>  CONSTANT  PERCENT AGE  MARGINS 
EQUAL  TO  THE  PERCENTAGE  MARGIN  AT  THE  AVCRAOES  OP  FARM 
AND  RETAIL  VALUES,  AND  (3)  THE  ACTUAL  LINEAR  RELATION- 
SHIP ESTABLISHED  BY  THE  DATA,  WHICH  INDICATES  THAT  THE 
MARGIN  CONSISTS  OP  A  CONSTANT  PART  PLUS  A  PART  PROPOR- 
TIONAL   TO    FARM    AND    TO    RETAIL    VALUES* 
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is  the  regression  coefficient  in  terms  of  unit  standard  deviations 
and  permits  comparison  between  commodities.     The  purpose  of  this 
analysis  was  merely  to   deteimine  whether  fam-to-retail  price  margins 
tended  to  increase  or  decrease  as  supply  increased.     The  negative 
correlation  coefficients  indicate  that  narrower  margins  may  be 
expected  with  large  supply  than  with  small  supply  in  the   cases  of 
beef  products,  dairy  products,  hens,   eggs,   flour,  bread,  potatoes, 
cabbage,  and  rice.     On  the  other  hand,  pork  products,  onions,   and 
oranges  appear  to  have  wide  margins  associated  with  large  supply  and 
show  a  tendency  for  margins  to  narrow  as  supply  decreases. 

The  relation  of  margins  to  supply  determines  the  relation  to 
the  retail  price-supply  curve  of  the  derived  farm  value-supply  curve. 
When  margins  are  ' constant ,  the  slopes  of  the   two  curves  for  a  given 
supply  are  the  same.     When  margins  decrease  as  supply  increases,  the 
retail  price-supply  curve  and  the    derived  farm  value-supply  curve 
converge  as  supply  increases,  whereas  they   diverge  if  margins  in- 
crease with  supply, 

•The   elasticity  of  a  supply-price  curve   for   a  given  supply 
varies  irorersely  with  the  slope  and  directly  with  the   price.     It  is 
apparent  that  the   derived  farm  price- supply  curve  will  be  of  the   same 
elasticity  as  a  given  retail  price- supply  curve  only  if  margins  are 
a  fixed  percentage  of  price,  iiiiile  any  tendency  toward  constant 
margins  or  toward  an  increase  of  margins  with  supply  will  result   in 
a  farm  price- supply  curve  less  elastic  than  the  retail  price-supply 
curve. 


Comparison  of  Fluctuation  of  Farm  and  Retail  Prices 

A  problem  of  general  interest  is  the  determination  of  the 
relation  between  fluctuation  of  retail  prices  and  fluctuation  of 
farm  prices.     This  relation  depends  upon  the   size  and   nature  of  the 
farm-to-retail  price  margins.     In  order  to  discuss  this  problem,  the 
variation  in  farm  and  retail  values  jter  retail  unit  of  each  of  the 
food  groups  for  which  farm  and  retail  prices  were  available  was 
analyzed  for  the  9  years  1922  to  1930.     The  rfesults  are  presented  in 
table  4.     The  period  192-2  to  1930  was  chosen  as  a  period  of 
relatively  stable  price  level  during  which  the  effects  of  fluctuation 
in  the  general  price  levelupon  variation  in  farm  and  retail  prices 
was  minimized. 

If  margiiU  tre  e^natant,  then  tb»  actual  fluctuations  (maaaurad 
by  the  standard  deviations  i/  of  fam  valua  and  of  retail  value  are 
equal,  but  the  relative  fluctuation  (measured  by  the   coefficient  of 
variation — the  standard  deviation  as  a  percentage  of  the  mean)  of 

4/  The  standard  deviation  (a)  is  a  measure  of  the  dispersion  of 
values  such  that  approximately  two- thirds  of  the  observations  lie 
between  (Mean  -  »)  and  (Mean  "<»•  <y). 
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farm  value  is  larger  than  that  of  retail  value  since  the  mean  farm 
value  is  leiss  than  the  nean  retail  value. 

If  margins  are  a  constant  percentage  of  retail  price,  then  the 
actual   fluctuation  in  farm  value  is  less  than  that  of  retail  value, 
vAiile  the   relative  fluctuations  in  the  two  series  are  equal.      In  this 
case  margins  tend  to  narrow  as  retail  price  decreases  and  as  supply 
increases. 

In  table  4  are  summarized  the  means,  standard  deviations,   and 
coefficients  of  variation  of  farm  value  and  retail  value   for  24  food 
groups,   comprising  35  of  the  58  foods,  and  for  the  58  foods  combined, 
over  the   9-year  period  1922-30.     The  three  last  columns  express  ttese 
measures  for  farm  value  as  a  percentage  of  those  for  retail  value. 

Data  in  the   column  expressing    cj"  as  a  percentage  of  Oj.  show 
that  for  most  food  groups  the  absolute  variation  in  farm  value  is 
less  than  that  in  retail  value.     The  column  ccanparing  coefficients  of 
variation  shows  that  relative  fluctuation  in  farm  value  is  generally 
much  larger  than  the  relative   fluctuation  in  retail  value.     One  of 
the  exceptions  is  canned  peas,   and  this  may  be  due  to  the    fact  that 
green  peas  for  canning  are  usually  grown  on  a  contract  basis  with 
prices  to  fanners  necessarily  closely  related  to   cost  of  production. 


Fluctuation  in  Farm  Income  and  in  Consumer  Expenditure 

Relative  fluctuation  in  consumer  expenditure  for  a  given  item 
and  in  gross  farm  income  from  sales  of  the  equivalent  product  will  be 
equal  if  margins  are  a  constant  percentage  of  price,  that  is,   if  the 
retail  price-supply  curve  and  the  farm  value-supply  curve  have  equal 
elasticities  for  a  given  supply.      If  the  retail  price- supply  curve  is 
inelastic,  then  in  general  the  farm  value-supply  curve  will  be  more 
inelastic,  and  relative  fluctuation  in  gross  farm  income  will  be 
larger  than  that  in  consumer  expenditure.     On  the  other  hand,  when 
the  retail  price-supply  curve  is  elastic,   in  general  the   farm  value- 
supply  curve  will  be  less  elastic  and  may  be  inelastic,   and  the 
relative   fluctuation  in  farm  income  may  be  less  than  that   in  consumer 
expenditure. 

As  estimates  of  consumption  of  farm  products  improve  it  should 
become  possible  to  determine  total  expenditures  by  consumers  for 
various  products.     Satisfactory  estimates  of  gross  farm  income  from 
sales  are  now  available.     From  these  estimates  may  be  determined  the 
ratio  between  total  farm  income  from  sales  of  products  end  total 
consumer  expenditures  for  these  products,  which  is  the  true  fanner's 
share  of  the   consumer's  food  dollar,   obtained  without  the  artificial 
assumption  of  a  fixed  bill  of  annual  purchases  per  family. 

The  retail  value  of  58  foods  based  upon  1918-19  consumption 
data  cannot  equal  actual  fanily  expenditures  for  all  yearsa     Such 
data  on  consumption  of   individual  products  as  exist  show  that 
significant  shifts  in  consumption  may  occur  during  short  periods  of 
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o^flv,/"'"  ^^^^^'  P°'-k  products  are  one  of  the  most  important  groups 
Of  foods  and  per-eapita  consumption  of  pork  products  in  1935  is 
estimated  to  be  about  two-th.ird«  that  o?  1933.     Such  changes  tove  not 
been  considered  in  computing  the  retail  value  of  58  foodTc^b^Ld? 

<.',,  «  ~???™i$i5S-fif  costs  is  widely  discussed  today.     Such  pyramid- 
ing occurs  only  in  so  far  as  margins  tend  to  vary  with   price     TbI. 
ing  margins  are  constant  with  respect  to  fam  price,   an '^Incr;asf  T 

cons^Ir  ^"^  ""Z^'^  ^"  '"  ^^  '^"^  ''°^^  ">'  pas^eron  to  ?he 
consumer  as  a  10-cent     increase  in  retail  price.     Similarly     a  10- cent 

retlnT   ■?  ^''T/''''^'   t^«">sportation.  or^istkbition  costs  pe^ 
^^^t.r      "^*"^^«ly  i°=^«sse  the  margin  by  10  cents,  with  no 
pyramiding.     Whenever  margins  tend  to  contain  a  component   directly 

m^if  eTf  *°  ^""'r;  '"=^  ^  ^°-=^"*  -^""^^^^   i"  ^«™  value  would  be 
ma^ified  or  pyramided  into  a  larger  increase  in  retail  value,  while 

^i»irf  increase  in  costs  would  generaUy  be  pyramided  into  an  in- 
crease in  margins  larger  than  10  cents,    Increasing  the  retail  price 
it^^!"""^""^/^  ''^*'  °^  ^"^c"'*  "oth.     Since  margins  on  most 
de^e%^??%^l^iS?S^^^°  n%S!?rto*  ^'l^'y^l^'X''  ''"'^'  "  '^'"^- 

t.,o       '^'^J  Malysis  as  has  been  made   indicates  that  the   proceasiM 
d^lLri  ""*  ^:«=  "^"^  °°*  "^^  pyramided.     Ihe  appSent       ^ 

exniaiLr«rH'"T°'  ""^^""   (excluding  processing  taxes)  m^  be 
rf^}^^       •        ,        ^°  compensating  inventory  gains  resulting  from  the 
Of  thi  r^ll      "^'  ^'  '°'^  r*  '""'^  '''''  processors  ab^rb^d  pa^^ 

of  1933  ?So;.h^,?  ^^  '"  ""^^^'^  P'"'=^''  °^  f°°^  ^-^  the   first  part 
or  1933  through  1935  was  associated  with  higher  prices  at  the  fn™, 

together  with  some  increase  in  processing  afd  maLe  «L   'h^ges       ' 
niese  increased  charges  appear  to  have  bien,  on  the  a^r^gf  ft  least 
pTo^LsinJ^ra.:!^  ^°=""^<^  =°^*^'   ^-^"^^-"^  '^^^  ^It'l^l'T' 


Fam  Produce  Equivalents  of  Retail  Food  itema 

rr.r.A  s/""*  ^^^  purpose  of  estimating  farm-produce  equivalents,  retail 
food  Items  may  be  divided  into  three  classes:  retail 

Class  I:     Foods  such  that  a  single  retail   item  is   derived 
entirely  from  a  single  fam  product  ani   such  that  the 
faim  product  yields  no  other  product  of  vaLue  in 
addition  to  the  given  retail  item.     Such  foods  usually 
do  not  involve  processing.     Of  the  58  foods  considered 
in  this  stu^y,  2Z  belong  to  Class  I:     hens,   eggs, 
potatoes,   sweetpotatoes,   onions,   cabbage,     green  beans, 
carrots,    celery,  lettuce,   spinach,  Navy  beans,   canned 
asparagus,   canned  green  beans,   canned  corn,   canned  peas, 
canned  tomatoes,   apples,   oranges,  lanons,  prunes,  and 
raisins. 


• 

Class  II:     Foods  dei'ived  from  a  single  failii  product  whi-ch--  • 
yields,   in  addition,   tfthsf  edible   or  inedible  products 
or  by-products,     IWenty-five  of  the   58  foods  belong  to 
Class  II:     5  beef  cuts,  4  pork  cuts  and  lard,  4  lamb 
cuts,  white  flour,   corn  meal,  rolled  oats,   corn  flakes, 
wheat  cereal,  hominy  grits,  rice,  beet  sugar,   cane 
sugar,   peanut  butter,   and  macaroni. 

Class  III:     Foods  the   processing  of  which  requires  more  then 
one  farm  product  or  materials  derived  from  tvro  or  more 
faim  products.     Among  these  foods  are  bakery  products 
end   certain  canned  goods.      Seven  fbods  may  be  placed  in 
Class  III:     white  bread,   rye  bread,  whole-wheat  breed, 
soda  crackers,   canned  beans  with  pork,   canned  peaches, 
and  canned  pears. 

The  four  dairy  products — milk,   butter,   cheese,   and 
evaporated  milk — considered  as  a  group,  may  be  placed 
in  any  class   in  so  far  as  physical  equivalents  are  con- 
cerned, but  the  problem  of  retail  and  farm- value 
equivalents  peculiar  to  dairy  products  makes  it  advisable 
to   consider  them  separately. 

The  f aim-produce  equivalents  used  in  this   stucfy   are  summarized 
in  table   5.     Farm-produce  equivalents  are  held  fixed  throughout  the 
period  covered,   except  for  the  quantity  of   sugar  beets  and  of  sugar 
cane  required  to  obtain  1  pound  of  granulated  sugar, 

Farm-f)roduce  equivalents  of  the    retail  foods  falling   into 
Class  I  are  obtained  directly  for  those  foods  yiii  ch   involve  little   or 
no  processing,   such  as  eggs  and  fresh   fruits  and  vegetables.     No 
allowance  for   shrinkage  has  been  made  for  these  foods,   assuming  that 
there  is  no  loss  or  waste  between  the   farmer  and  the    consumer.      (To 
supply  ICX)  pounds  of  onions  at  retail  may  require,   say,   110  pounds  sold 
by  the  farmer,  of  which  10  pounds  are  lost  throu^  culling,   spoilage, 
etc.)     Shrinkage  on  these   items  varies  through  the  months  of  the  year 
and  little   information  on  the  subject  is  available.     In  so  far  as 
shrinkage  has  been  neglected,  the   indicated  farm  value  as  percent  of 
retail  value   is  somewhat  below  the  actual  farmer's  share  of  the   con- 
sumer's dollar  spent  for  these  foods. 

In  the  cases  of  comnodi tie s  the  farm-produce  units  of  which 
are  standardized  in  terms  of  luiits  differii^  from  the   usual  retail 
unit,  -  such  as  the  50-pound  bushel  of  carrots  retailed  by  the  bunch, 
the  90-pound  2/3  crate  of  celery  retailed  by  the   stalk,  etc.,   -  the 
Bstinates  of  equivalents,  thet  is,  the  number  of  retail  units  per 
fano-produoe  unit,  are  'based  upon  opinions  of  persons  fualliar  with 
the  trade,   a^iqpported  by  a  small  amount  of  statistical  evidence.     No 
allowance  has  been  made  for  seasonal  variation  in  these  equivalents. 

The  quantity  of  faim  produoe  required  per  ©an  for  each  of  the 
five  canned  vegetables  has  been  determined  from  fairly  complete  data 
on  the  packs  ifor  recent  years.     An  appreoiable  degree  of  variation  in 
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Table  5.-  Farm-produce  equivalents  of  foods  as  retailed  for  use  in  determining 
farm- to- re tail  price  margins.   (U,  S.  averages  unless  otherwise  specified) 


;l 


•••••••■• 


Bureau  or  Labor  statistics      :       Fam  procTucO 


Commodity- 


Beef  products  1/ 
pork  products  1/ 
Lamb  products  1/ 
Dairy  products  1/ 

Hens 
Eggs 

Bread — white 
Btead — rye 

Bread- -whole  wheat 
Soda  crackers 
White  flour 
Corn  meal 
Rolled  oats 
Corn  flakes 
Ifheat  cereal 
Rice 
Macaroni 
Hominy  grits 

Apples 

Oranges 

Lemons 

Beans ,  green 

Cabbage 

Carrots 

Celery 

Lettuce 

Onions 

Potatoes 

Potatoes,  sweet 

Spinach 

Peaches,   canned 
Pears  *• 

Asparagus     ** 
Beans  with  perk,   end. 
Beans ,  green,   end. 
Corn,   canned 
Peas,   canned 
Tomatoes,  canned 

Prunes 

Raisins 

Beans,  navy 

Sufear , granulated ,beet 


Sugar,  * 

Peanut  butter 


cane 


Re t a iT  pi* ice ' uiii if : ' " '^ ' '^ '■ ' ¥rodu ci ' 


equlVaTSht 

:* SJu  aiiit  I'f  y 


Pound 
Pound 
Pound 
100  lbs.  milk 
equivalent 
Pound 
Dozen 

Pound 
Pound 


Pound 
Pound 
Pound 
Pound 
Pound 
8-oz. 

28-oz. 
Pound 
Pound 

24- oz. 


Pkg. 
pkg. 


Pkg. 


Pound 

Dozen 

Dozen 

Pound 

Pound 

Bunch 

Stalk 

Head 

Pound 

Pound 

Pound 

Pound 

No.  2 J-  can 
No.  2^  can 
No.  2  can 
16-oz.  can 
No.  2  can 
No.  2  can 
No.  2  can 
No.  2  can 

Pound 
Pound 
Pound 
Pound 

Pound 


:Live  beef  cattle 
:Live  hogs 
:Live  lamb 
:Wholesale  milk  and 
:  butt erf at 
:Hens 

• 

• 

:l«heat 

:Rye  and  wheat 

:  Wheat 

:Wheat 

:Wheat 

:Corn 

:Oats 

:Corn 

:Wheat 

:Louisiana  rice 

;Durum  wheat 

:Corn 

• 

:  Apples 

: Oranges 

:Lemons 

:Snap  beans  for  mkt, 

: Cabbage  for  market 

: Carrots  fca:  market 

: Celery  for  market 

: Lettuce  for  market 

:  Onions 

:Potatoes 

:Sweet  potatoes 

: Spinach  for  market 

• 

:Cal,   cling  (canning) 
:Cal.&N.W.Bartletts(cng) 
:Cal, asparagus  for  mfg, 
:Beans,  dry,  edible 
:Snap  beans  for  mfg. 
: Sweet  corn  for  mfg. 
: Green  peas  for  mfg, 
: Tomatoes  for  mfg.. 

a 
. 

:Cal«  Dried  basis 

•      n  ti  ft 

:Beans,  dry,  edible 
: La. sugar  cane 

Sugar  beets 


:     2.16  lb. 
:     1.90  lb. 
:     2.16  lb. 
:100  lbs.  milk 
:     equivalent 
:     1.11  lb. 
:     1  dozen 
: 

.97  lb. 
.39  lb. rye  and 
,64  lb.   wheat 
.92  lb. 

1.085  lb. 

1.41  lb. 

1.5  lb. 

1.78  lb. 

1.275  lb. 

2.066  lb, 

1.51  rough  rice 

1.72  lb. 

2.95  lb. 

1/48  bu. 

1/17  box 

1/27  bdx 

1/30  bu. 

1/2000  ton 

1/55  bu.(50  lb.) 
1/78  of  2/3  crt. 
1/48  of  75#  crt. 

1  lb. 

1/60  bu. 

1/55  bu. 

1/18  bu. 


1.87  lb. 
2.06  lb. 
2.19  lb. 

.35  lb. 

.88  lb. 

3.2  lb. 
•88  lb. 

2.3  lb. 


% 


Pound  •^^'^^I'j?.//?^"^.?*!^?.^). 


1  lb. 
1.08  lb. 
1  lb. 
Set. by  yrs. (6.4- 

8.1  lb.) 
Eat. by  yrs. (1,35- 
2.04  lb.) 
1,73  lb. 
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these  equivalents  from  year  to  year  is   indicated,  but  the  value  used 
here   is  held  fixed  at   an  approximate  normal. 

An  allowance  of  10  percent  for  shrinkage  between  the  farmer 
and  the   consumer  has  been  made  in  the  case  of  hens.      It   is  estimated 
that  1-1/9  pounds  of  live  hens  sold  by  the  famtsr  is  equivalent  to  1 
pound  of  dressed  hens  sold  at  retail. 

Drj^  beans  are   sold  by  the  farmer  on  a  cleaned  dried  basis  as 
retailed,  .      ,    •.      •       ■ 

Raisins  as  retailed   shrink  about   7  percent   ftom  the    faim   sale 
dried  basis,  whereas  prunes  do  not  shrink,  but  may   increase   in  weight, 
because  of  the  absorption  of  moisture. 

The  equivalents  most  difficult  to  detemine  are  those  for  meat 
products  and  certain  other  commodities  falling  into   Class  II. 

Retail  prices  are   available  only  for  the  most   important  n^at 
products.      It  was  necessary  to   compare  the   farm  values  of  100  pounds 
live  weight  of  beef  cattle,   hogs,   and  lamb  with    the  retail  values  of 
the  principal  products  for  which  retail   prices  v/ere  available   in 
amounts  actually  obtained  from  100  pounds  live  wei^t  ,   or  to   use   the 
retail  prices  of  the  products  quoted  in  estimating  the  value  of 
certain  additional  products  for  which  no  retail  prices  are  available. 
It  has  not  been  practicable  to  estimate  the   total  retail  value  of  all. 
products  and  by-products  for   any  of  these   three   species  of  livestock. 5/ 
By-products  like  hides  pass  through  many  processing  operations  before 
sale  to  the   consumer  as  finished  goods  at  prices  only  ranotely 
connected  with  prices  of  edible  products. 

For  these  reasons,    in  the  case  of  meat  products,   the   farm 
value  as  a  percentage  of  the  retail  value   is  always   larger  than  the 
actual  farmer's  share  of  the   consumer's  dollar  spent  for  retail  meat 
products.      On  the   other  hand,   the  fann  prices  of  beef  cattle  and  of 
lambs  on  viiich  the  farm  values  are  based  represent  all   grades  of 
livestock,  vdiile  the   retail  prices  of  beef  and  lamb  probably 
represent  better  than  average  grade  meats. 

An  additional  difficulty  is  due  to  the  fact  that  all  margins 
are  computed  on  a  concurrent  farm- and- re tail  value  basis,   that  is, 
the  farm  price  of  100  pounds  of  hogs  for  a  given  month   is   compared 
with  the  retail  value  of  pork  products  in  the   same  month. 
^.^f.^.i'flY^^'^^  ^^  *^^   ^^^®  °^  pork,    certain  products  require  time  for 

5/     For  a  more  comprehensive  study  of  margins  on  meat  products,   in- 
cluding a  breakdown  into  portions  going  to  packer,  retailer,  etc.,    see 
"What  Becomes  of  the   Consumer's  Meat  Dollar",  by  Tobin  and  Greer,  I&iv. 
of  Chitago  Press,  Jan.   1936.     The  basic  data  used,  1925-34  are  from  the 
Census  of  Manufactures.     More  detailed  and   comprehensive  data  on 
margins  for  livestock  and  other  farm  products  are  being  obtained  at 
the  present  time  by  the   Federal  Trade  Commission  as  a  part  of  an  in- 
quiry concerning  farm  income. 


1/     See  discussion  in  text  on  Equivalents  pp.  18  to  24 
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curing  and  processing  so  that  the  actual  sale  of  a  portion  of  pork 
products  may  not  occur  until  one  or  two  or  more  months  after  the  hogs 
have  been  sold  by  the  fanner.  The  proper  comparison  would  be  between 
the  price  paid  the  farmer  for  certain  hogs  and  the  retail  values  of 
the  products  from  the  same  hogs  at  the  time  they  were  purchased  by 
the  consumer.  So  far,  little  progress  has  been  made  in  the  study  of 
these  time  lags  betwen  sale  of  livestock  by  the  farmer  and  purchase 
of  the  meat  products  by  the  consumer. 

Beef  products.  Tram   100  pounds  of  Good  grade  beef  cattle  are 
obtained  about  46.4  pounds  of  retail  beef  cuts,  plus  about  8  pounds 
of  minor  edible  products,  also  hide  and  a  small  anount  of  other  by- 
products. The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  publishes  retail  prices  for 
five  of  the  principal  cuts  amounting  to  15,4  poimds  per  100  pounds 
live  weight.  FTom  prices  of  these  five  cuts  it  has  been  possible  to 
estimate  the  total  retail  value  of  the  46.4  pounds  of  all  important 
cuts  obtained  from  100  pounds  of  beef  cattle  with  a  fair  degree  of 
accuracy.  The  manner  of  arriving  at  these  estimates  is  discussed  on 
page  3  of  the  earlier  report  entitled  »»The  Margin  Between  Farm  Prices 
and  Retail  Prices  of  Ten  Foods."  No  allowance  was  made  in  either  the 
farm  price  or  retail  value  for  the  value  of  inedible  and  minor 
edible  products  and  by-products. 

Pork  products.  The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  has  published 
retail  prices  of  pork  products  as  follows:  strip  bacon  since  January 
1935;  whole  ham,  loin  roast,  and  salt  pork  since  January  1934;  and 
lard,  sliced  ham,  sliced  bacon,  and  pork  chops  since  January  1913, 
Quotations  on  smoked  picnic  hams  since  January  1934  are  available  on 
request.  One  hundred  pounds  of  Good  grade  live  hogs  is  estimated  to 
yield,  on  the  average,  12.7  pounds  of  whole  smoked  ham,  5,2  pounds  of 
€^ok.ed  picnic  ham,  8.6  pounds  of  loin  roast,  11.1  pounds  of  strip 
bacon  J  and  IS.O  pounds  of  lard,  a  total  of  52.6  pounds  of  principal 
products.   In  addition,  certain  minor  products  are  obtained,  -  about  4 
pounds  of  Boston  butts,  2  pounds  of  spare  ribs,  5  pounds  of  plate, 
jowls,  and  trimmings,  and  5  pounds  of  edible  offal  and  miscellaneous 
products.  The  retail  value  used  in  this  stndy   since  January  1935,  is 
the  value  of  the  52.6  pounds  of  principal  products  and  for  earlier 
years  it  is  en   estimate  of  the  value  of  these  products  based  upon  the 
available  retail  prices  of  pork  products.   (For  additional  description 
of  the  method  of  estimating  the  retail  value  of  pork  products  in  years 
prior  to  1935,  see  page  5  of  "The  Margin  Between  Farm  Prices  and  Retail 
Prices  of  Ten  Foods").  No  allowance  has  been  made  for  variation  in 
lard  yield  per  100  pounds  of  hogs,  which  in  1935  was  far  below  normal. 

Lamb  products.  Prior  to  1934,  retail  prices  of  lamb  cuts  were 
published  only  for  leg  of  lamb.  Since  January  1934  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  has  reported  U.  S.  average  retail  prices  of  leg  of 
lamb,  lamb  rib  chops,  lamb  breast  (stew),  and  lamb  square  chuck. 
One  hundred  pounds  of  Good  grade  of  live  lamb  yields  about  46,3  poundt 
of  principal  retail  cuts,  plus  about  2,5  pounds  of  edible  offal,  and 
the  pelt.  The  46,3  pounds  of  principal  cuts  are  composed  of  5,4  pounds 
of.  loin  chops,  5,4  pounds  of  rib  chops,  1^,2  pounds  of  leg  (long  cut), 
12.1  pounds  of  square  chuck  (neck  on),  and  7.2  pounds  of  breast. 
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brisket,  shank,  and   flank.     The  price  of  loin  chops  was  estimated 
from  the  price  of  rib  chops  by  the   following  relation: 

(Loin  chop  price  in  cents)  =  11.85*. 863  x  (rib  chops  price   in  cents) 

based  upon  the   Division  of  Livestock,  Meats  and  Wool  retail  price 
series  for  New  York  City,     Breast,  brisket,   shank,  and  flank  were  all 
valued  at  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  retail  price  of  lamb  breast 
(stew).     No  retail  value  of  lamb  products  was  woriced  out  for  years 
before  1934,   since  only  one  retail  quotation  was  available  for  that 
period.     The  value  of  inedible  lamb  products  at  the  plant   is  frequent- 
ly  a  large  proportion  of  the    total  retail  value  of  all  edible   lamb 
products,   amounting  to  more  than  30  percent  of  the  value  of  edible 
products  in  some  cases. 

In  the   process  of  manufacturing  the  various  cereal  products 
(white  flour,    corn  meal,   rolled  oats,   corn  flakes,  wheat  cereal, 
hominy  grits  and  macaroni)   a  variety  of  by-products  are  obtained, 
most  of  which  are  used  as  livestock  feeds.     By-products  are  also 
obtained  in  the   cleaning  and  polishing  of  rice,    in  the  manufacture 
of  peanut  butter,  and  in  the  processing  of  granulated  sugar  fron 
beets  and  from  cane. 

The  retail  price  of  one  unit  of  each  of  the   foods  mentioned  in 
the  preceding  paragraph  has  been  compared  directly  with  the  value  of 
an  equivalent  quantity  of  faim  produce  required  to  yield  the  retail 
unit,  neglecting  values  of  any  by-products.     These  equivalents  are 
shown  in  table  5.      The   farm  value  as  percentage  of  retail  value   is 
accordingly  somewhat  higher  than  the  actual  farmer's  share  of  the 
consumer's  dollar  spent  for  these  products. 

White  bread,   rye  bread,  whole-wheat  bread,   and    soda  crackers 
can  be  made  according  to  a  number  of  formulas,   using  varying  pro- 
portions of  flour,   shortenings,  milk  products,  etc.     The   farm-produce 
equivalents  used  for  the  bakery  products  are   based  entirely  upon  the 
quantity  of  flour  required,   neglect ii^  other  constituents.     The 
comparable  farm  value   is  the  value  of  a  quantity  of  wheat  or  rye 
needed  to  obtain  the   flour  that  is  used  in  1  pound  of  the  particular 
bakery  product  under  consideration.     The  fact  that  by-products  are 
obtained  in  the  processing  of  flour  compensates  to  some  extent  for 
the  omission  of  other  confltltuents  of  bakery  products. 

In  the  fena  etniTi^lent  of  baked  beans  with  pork,  values  of 
pork  and  tonato  paste  ireve  neglected.     In  f ana- equivalent  mlues  of 
canned  peacbaa  aoA  da&asd  pears,  the  value  of  augar  was  neglected. 

For  foods  included  in  Class  III  in  general,  farm  value  as 
pereentage  of  retail  value  is  somewhat  lower  than  the   actual  farmer's 
share  of  the  consiiaer's  dollar, 

• 

The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  has  published  retail  prices  of 
whole  milk,  butter,  and  cheese  since  January  1913,  and  prices  of 
evaporated  milk  since  January  1919.  "the  farmer  sells  dairy  products 


-f  !■« 


ihf 


24 

principally  in  the  forms  of  vdiolesale  whole  milk  and  butterfat,  with 
sales  of  farm  butter  and  whole  milk  direct  to   consumers  in  anal!  towns 
and   city  suburbs.     During  recent  years,   farm  sales  of  wholesale  milk 
and  of  butterfat  have  averaged  about  49  percent  of  the    former  and  51 
percent  of  the  latter   in  terms  of  whole-milk  equivalent.      Over  the 
same  period  consumption  of  dairy  products,  excluding  whole  milk 
retailed  by  farmers  and   farm  butter  sold,  has  been  about  33  percent 
fresh  milk,   7  percent   cheese,   5  percent   evaporated  milk,  and   55  per- 
cent butter  and  other  products,   in  terms  of  whole  milk  equivalent.iS/ 

Using  the  data  outlined  above,  the   farm  value  of  100  pounds  of 
milk  equivalent  was  estimated  to  be  equal  to  the  value  of  49  pounds 
of  wholesale  whole  milk  plus  the  value  of  2.0  pounds  of  butterfat. 
The  retail  value  of  100  pounds  of  milk  equivalent  was  taken  equal  to 
the  total  value  of  15.7  quarts  of  fresh  milk,   0.7  pound  of   cheese, 
2.6  pounds  of  butter  and  2.5  14j-ounce  cans  of  evaporated  milk.      For 
the  years  before  1919  vdien  the  price  of  evaporated  milk  was  not  ob- 
tained,  the  value  of  2.9  pounds  of  butter  was  used. 

Annual  Expenditure  for  58  Foods  by  a_  iy|)ical  Workingmaii^s  Family 

In  table  8  are   shown  estimates  of   annual  expenditures  for  58 
foods  and  of  the  equivalent  farm  value,  based  upon  retail   prices  and 
equivalent  fam  values   (given  in  tables  10  to  42)   and  estimates  of 
annual  family  consumption   (table  6)   of  each  food. 

The  quantities  of  each  of  the  foods  considered  in  this  study, 
purchased  during  1  year  by  an  average  workingman's  family,  wer« 
obtained  from  a  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  survey  of  Cost  of  Living 
in  the  United  States,  made  in  1918-19.     The  survey  represents  prin- 
cipally the  calendar  year  1918,    ai^   covered  about  12,000  families. 
Summaries  for  the  United  States  give  annual  consumption  per  family 
of  128  food  items.      Table  1  on  p.  5      shows  the   importance  of  the    58 
foods  in  tte    family  food  budget.      For  certain  foods,   some   adjustment 
in  consianption  weights  was  necessary  before  the  yearly  expenditures 
were   computed.     No  attempt  was  made  to  revise  these  consumption  data 
on  the   basis  of  probable   shifts  in  consumption  habits  since  1918. 
Yearly  consumption  per  family  of  the  58  foods  considered  in  this  study 
are  shown   in  table  6. 

Retail  values  of  laeets  used  in  this   study  for  comparison  with 
farm  value  of  livestock  consists  of  average  retail  prices  of  pork 
products,   of  beef  products,    end  of  lamb  products  weighted  by  the 


6/    Milk  equivalents  used  in  this  study  art: 
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1  qt,   fresh  milk 

1  lb.   cheese 

1  lb.  butter 

1  lb.   evaporated  milk 

1  lb.    butterfat  • 


2.15  lbs. 
10  lbs. 
21  lbs. 
2.2  lbs." 
25.4  lbs. 


of  whole  milk 
n        w  w 

M        n  w 

n 


« 
n 
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Table  6,-  Annual  consumptioij  of  58  foods  by  a 
typical  workingnan's  family  1/ 


, ., '.*.*.?s^fi4^?ty! ! ! ! ! !! ! !  m !  ] !  ] !  1 !  1  j !  *.  *.  *.  A^^'f?//ii9*?i^\?^?yA°RVp^  *  '^^^^v 

Beef  products  (5  foods) 

Pork  products  (5  foods) 

Lamb  products  (4  foods) 

Dairy  products  (4  foods) 

Hens 

Eggs,  fresh 

Bread,  white 
Bread,  rye 
Bread,  whole  wheat 
Soda  crackers 

Flour,  white 
Corn  meal 
Rolled  oats 
Corn  flakes 
Wheat  cereal 
Rice 

Macaroni 
Hominy  grits 

Apples 

Oranges 

Lemons 

Beans,  green 

Cabbage 

Carrots 

Celery 

Lettuce 

Onions 

Potatoes,  white 

Potatoes,  sweet 

Spinach 

Peaches,  canned 
Pears,  canned 
Asparagus,  canned 
Pork  &  beans,  canned 
Green  beans,  canned 
Corn,  canned 
Peas,  canned 
Tomatoes,  canned 


• 

178 

pounds 

145 

pounds 

18 

pounds 

2530 

lbs.  of  milk  equivalent 

24 

pounds 

61 

dozen 

i 

: 

395 

pounds 

32 

pounds 

5 

poimds 

15 

pounds 

260 

pounds 

69 

pounds 

40 

pounds 

12 

8-oz.  packages 

4 

28-oz.  packages 

32 

pounds 

21  pounds 

6 

24-oz.  packages 

204 

pounds 

7 

dozen 

4 

dozen 

37 

pounds 

65 

pounds 

27 

bunches 

9 

stalks 

28 

heads 

66 

pounds 

706 

poxinds 

54 

pounds 

10 

pounds 

2 

No.  2h   cans 

1 

No.  2|  can 

1/5 

No.  2  can 

7 

1-lb.  cans 

2 

No.  2  cans 

s 

8 

No.  2  cans 

S 

8 

No.  2  cans 

• 
• 

14 

No.  2  cans 

Prunes 
Raisins 
Navy  beans 
Beet  sugar 
Cane  sugar 

Peanut^  butter \^^ 

1^  Source  of  data  is  U. 
Survey,  1918-19. 


:  11  pounds 
:  9  pounds 
:       23  pounds 

:•  -30  pounds 
'  :        5  pounds  domestic  prod. 

■^ :^ .*.P°V?i?.^....     .  ^.  -    ' 
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proportions  of  each  pro.duct  obtained  from  100  pounds  of  Gkjod  grade 
live  animal.  Since  It  is  impossible  to  calculate  margins  on  various 
meat  cuts  separately,  the  yearly  average  retail  price  per  pound  of 
all  principal  beef  products  combined  was  obtained  (see  p.  22  and 
table  10).  This  comp'osite  price  of  beef  products  was  multiplied,  by 
the  total  number  of  pounds  of  fresh  beef  cuts  purchased  per  family 
m  one  year  to  obtain  the  yearly  expenditure  for  beef  products. 

For  example,  in  1935  the  average  retail  value  of  all  principal 
beef  cuts  was  29,8  cents  per  poun^  and  the  farm  value  of  the 
equivalent  2.16  pounds  of  live  beef  cattle  was  13.5  cents  (see 
table  10).  The  annual  consumption  of  beef  products  per  family  is  178 
pounds  (see  table  6).  Multiplying  29.8  cents  by  178  gives  Jj^3.04  a« 
the  annual  expenditure  per  family*, for  beef  products  in  1935.  Multi- 
plying 13.5  cents  by  178  gives  $2^.03  as  the  equivalent  farm  value 
of  the  384  pounds  (2.16  x  178)  of! live  beef  cattle  required  to  supply 
the  178  pounds  of  retail  beef  cut^.  Annual  family  expenditures  and 
equivalent  farm  values  far  pork  p;roducts  including  lard  and  for  lamb 
products  were  obtained  in  a  similar  manner. 

The  quantities  of  fresh  milk,  butter,  cheese,  and  other  dairy 
products  consumed  per  fanily  were'  converted  to  milk  equivalents  and 
the  total  number  of  hundredweight;  of  milk  equivalent  consumed  per 
year  multiplied  by  the  retail  value  of  100  pounds  of  milk  equivalent 
of  retail  dairy  products  (see  table  12)  to  obtain  annual  expenditures 
per  family  for  dairy  products. 

The  annual  consumption  figures  shown  in  table  6  generally 
refer  to  the  consumption  of  the  food  indicated  as  reported  in  the 
consumption  survey  sumnary  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.  In 
some  cases,  however,  consumption. represents  the  total  quantity  con- 
sumed of  a  group  of  foods,  including  the  particular  food  indicated. 
Consumption  of  macaroni  includes  spaghetti  and  noodles.  The  con- 
sumption of  whole-wheat  bread  was  assumed  equal  to  the  reported 
consumption  of  bread  other  than  white  and  rye.  Reported  consumption 
of  spinach  and  kale  was  used  for.  consumption  of  spinach.  Consumption 
of  canned  fruit  other  than  peaches  and  pineapple  was  taken  to 
represent  consumption  of  canned  pears.  Similarly,  consumption  of 
canned  vegetables  other  than  pork  and  beans,  peas,  com,  tomatoes, 
and  asparagus  was  assimed  to  represent  consumption  of  canned  green 
beans. 

Of  the  total  quantity  of  sugar  consumed  in  the  United  States, 
about  one-fourth  is  produced  domestically.  This  domestic  production 
of  sugar  is  composed  of  about  15  percent  cane  and  the  remainder  is 
beet  sugar.  The  consumption  figures  given  for  cane  sugar  and  for 
beet  sugar  are  estimates  of  annual  family  consumption  of  sugar 
processed  from  sugar  cane  and  sugar  beets  grown  by  farmers  in  the 
United  States. 

In  computing  the  total  yfearly  family  expenditure  for  the  foods 
considered  in  this  study,  the  n\miber  of  units  of  each  food  consumed, 
as  shown  in  table  6,  was  multiplied  by  the  retail  value  of  one  unit 
of  that  food  given  in  tables  10  to  42,  and  these  expenditures 


27 

combined  for  all  foods.  The  number  of  units  consumed  was  multiplied 
by  the  equivalent  farm  value  per  retail  unit  for  each  food  (tables  10 
to  42)  and  these  farm  values  ccmbined  for  all  foods  to  obtain  the 
amount  received  by  the  farmer  for  produce  equivalent  to  the  annual 
family  food  consumption.  An  example  of  the  method  of  carrying  out 
this  computation  is  given  on  page::26  for  beef  products. 

It  was  possible  to  determine  expenditure  for  all  of  the  58 
foods  for  1935  only,  since  in  earlier  years  retail  and  farm-equivalent 
prices  were  not  available  for  all  items  (see  table  7).  However,  by 
assuming  that  yearly  changes  in  total  farm  value  end  actual  margin 
for  all  58  foods  was  proportional  to  yearly  changes  in  total  farm 
value  and  actual  margin  for  the  largest  comparable  number  of  foods 
having  price  data  available  in  each  pair  of  adjacent  years,  it  was 
possible  to  estimate  family  expenditure  for  and  equivalent  farm  value 
of  58  foods  back  to  1913,  Several  retail  and  farm-price  series  first 
became  available  in  1918-19,  so  thiat  estimates  of  values  of  58  foods 
for  earlier  years  are  correspond ingily  less  reliable  than  for  the 
period  1919-34.  Although  the  retail  value  of  58  foods  was  derived 
in  this  manner  from  farm  value  and  margin  estimates  for  the  yesrs 
1913  to  1934,  it  agrees  very  closely  with  the  retail  food  price  index 
of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  as  shown  in  figure  5, 


Description  of  Certain  Table s 

Tables  are  here  given  showing  the  retail  value,  equivalent  farm 
value,  actual  margin,  and  farm  value  as  percentage  of  retail  value  for 
selected  commodities  included  in  the  retail  price  reports  of  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.  These  tables  are  for  the  period  1913-35. 
For  1935  and  1936  they  are  arranged  by  months.  In  using  the  tables 
the  following  explanation  will  be  of  help: 

Retail  Value  of  one  retail  unit  for  all  conmodities  except 
beet  sugar  is  computed  from  U.  S.  monthly  averages  of  prices  paid 
at  retail  as  published  by  the  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 
Prices  used  for  calendar  years  are  simple  arithmetic  averages  of  12 
monthly  prices  January- December,  except  for  those  commodities  first 
reported  January  30,  1934,  for  which  the  1934  average  is  the  simple 
arithmetic  mean  of  the  11  months  February  to  December.  All  foods 
currently  reported  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  which  are  ob- 
tained from  dcmestio  farm  products  are  listed  in  table  7,  where  is 
noted  the  first  month  or  ysar  for  which  ths  price  was  published. 
Since  August  15,  1933,  retail  prices  have  been  obtained  as  of  every 
second  Tuesday,  and  the  aonthly  prices  used  in  this  study  ere  linear 
interpolations  for  the  15th  of  the  month  between  the  two  adjacent 
Tuesday  prices.  Since  October  8,  1935,  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
retail  prices  by  cities  have  been  combined  into  U.  S.  averages  using 
weights  proportional  to  family  consumption  in  and  population  of  eech 
city.  At  some  time  in  the  near  future  comparable  U.  S.  average 
prices  for  earlier  periods  computed  by  the  same  weighting  process 
will  be  published.  Pending  release  of  these  weighted  prices  the 
U.  S.  averages  used  in  this  study  are  the  simple  averages  published 
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Table  7-a.-  Dates  on  which  retail  and  farm  price  data  are  first  available 


Tftet'ail "■?' 


a 
• 

ul  s'.*  Bur  e  au '  of  *  Labor'  * ; 

t Falm"**'*'l 

r.  ..>.♦.  1  «:Tr. . : 

Farm  price  first 

Commodity               i 

price 

first 

reported  i 

!       product         I 

estimated 

.i 

Monthly     ; 

:  Yearly   ! 

Monthly: 

Yearly: 

Av.  sea- 

sonal 

"Meat's',*  Tat  s  *  arid*  *6 IT  s       i 

••■••■• 

•••••«■•«•••• 

Beef-Sirloin  steak        : 

Jan. 

1913   ; 

!     1907      : 

Beef  cattle        ; 

Jan.  1910 

:  1867    : 

Round  steak           : 

Jan, 

1913  : 

1890     : 

Rib  roast               : 

Jan. 

1913   : 

1907     : 

s 

Chuck  roast            : 

Jan. 

1913   : 

Plate                       J 

Jan. 

1913   : 

Liver                        : 

Jan. 

1935   : 

Pork -Ham,   sliced           : 

Jan. 

1913   : 

1890     : 

Hogs,    live         : 

Jan. 1910: 

1867   : 

Chops                        : 

Jan, 

1913   : 

: 

Bacon,   sliced       : 

Jan, 

1913  : 

1890     : 

Lard,  pure             : 

Jan. 

1913  : 

1890     : 

Ham,  whole              : 

Feb. 

1934    : 

1890      ; 

Ham,  picnic           : 

Feb. 

1934   : 

Loin  roast             : 

Feb. 

1934   : 

Bacon,   strip         : 

Jan. 

1935   : 

, 

Salt  pork                : 

Feb. 

1934   : 

, 

, 

Veal-Cutlets                    : 

Feb. 

1934   : 

'Veal  calves       : 

Jan. 1910: 

Lamb-Leg                 '          ; 

Jan. 

1913    : 

•Lamb                     : 

Jan.l9iO: 

(Sheep-1867) 

Rib  chops               : 

Feb, 

1934   : 

Breast                      : 

Feb. 

1934   : 

Chuck  or  shoulcbr 

:  Feb. 

1934   : 

Lard  c  cmpound  '                : 

Feb. 

1934   : 

Veg.   lard  canpound       : 

Jan. 

1919   : 

: 

Oleomargarine                 : 

Jan. 

1919   : 

Salad  oil                         : 

Jan. 

1935   : 

Dairy  &  poultry  products: 

Jan. 

1913   : 

1890      : 

Butter fat            : 

Jan. 1909: 

Butter                                : 

Cheese                                 ; 

Jan. 

1913   : 

Milk,fresh,grade  A«  del: 

Jan. 

1913   : 

1890     : 

.Milk  (whole  sale): 

Jan. 1910: 

Milk,  evaporated           : 

Jan. 

1919   : 

.Milk  (wholesale) 

Jan. 1910: 

Cream                                 : 

Mar. 

1935   : 

t 

Roasting  chickens         : 

Jan. 

1913   : 

1890     ! 

:  Chickens             ; 

Feb, 1909: 

• 

Eggs                                   : 

Jan. 

1913   : 

1890      3 

Eggs                      : 

Feb. 1909: 

Bakery  products                 : 

:                * 

:                 s 

Bread,  whi  te                    : 

Jan. 

1913   : 

iWheat 

:  Jan. 1908: 

1866 

Bread,  rye                        : 

Sept 

.1933  : 

:Rye                        ; 

:  Jan. 1908: 

:   1866 

Bread,  wiiole  wheat        : 

:  Jan. 

1934   ; 

:Wheat 

:  Jan. 1908; 

:   1866 

Cake,  pound                     ; 

t  Mar. 

1934    : 

Soda  crackers            '     j 

[  Jan. 

1935    ! 

;Wheat 

:  Jan. 1908 

:  1866 

Cereal  foods                        i 

\ 

k                               ** 

i 

s 

Flour,  white,   wheat 

:  Jan. 

1913 

I     1890 

rlSheat 

:  Jan. 1908 

i   1866 

Corn  meal 

:  Jan. 

1913   - 

!     1890 

:Com 

:  Jan. 1908 

:  1866 

Rolled  oats                      : 

:  Jan. 

1919 

:0ats 

:  Jan. 1008 

r   1866 

Corn  flakes 

:  Jan. 

1919 

:Corn 

:Jan,i:08 

:   1866 

Wheat   cereal 

;  Jan, 

1919 

: Wheat 

:Jan,iro8 

:  1866 

Rice                          . [ 

:  Jan. 

1913 

:Rice 

:  Aug, 1909 

:             1 

Macaroni 

:  Jan. 

1919 

: Durum  wheat 

:  Aug, 1929 

:             1 

Hominy  grits 

:  Jan. 

1913 

;Corn 

: Jan. 1908 

s 
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Table  7-b.-  Dates  on  which  retail  and  farm  price  data  are  first  available 


Commodity 


Fruits,   fresh 

Apples 

Lemons 

Oranges 
Vegetables,  fresh 

Beans,  green 

Cabbage 

Carrots 

Celery 

Lettuce 

Onions 

Potatoes 

Spinach 

Sweet  potatoes 
Fruits,  canned 

peaches 

Pears 
Vegetables,  canned 

Asparagus 

Beans ,  green 

Beans,  with  pork 

Corn 

peas 

Tomatoes 
Fruit ,   dried 

Prunes 

Raisins 
Vegetables,   dried 

Black-eyed  peas 

Lima  beans 

Navy  beans 

Sugar  and  sweets 
Granulated  sugar-beet—' 
Granulated  sugar-cane 
Com  sirup 
Molasses 
Strawberry  preserves 

Miscellaneous  foods 
Peanut  butter 
Tomato  juice 
Tomato  soup 


U, S.Bureau 
price  first 


1/ 


Retail ; . 


.^am 


Monthly 


of  Labor: 
reported; 
Yearly: 


Feb.  1934 
Feb.  1934 
Jan.   1919 


Farm 
product 


Feb. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Jan, 
Jan. 
Feb. 
Feb, 


1934 
1934 
1934 
1934 
1934 
1915 
1913 
1934 
1934 


sept. 1933 
Sept. 1933 


Feb. 
Feb. 
Jan. 
Jan. 
Jan, 
Jan, 


1934 
1934 
1919 
1919 
1919 
1919 


1890 


Jan,  1915 
Jan,  1915 

Feb,  1934 
Feb.  1934 
Jan.  1915 


Jan.  1913 
Jan.  1913 
Feb.  1934 
Feb.  1934 
Jan.  1935 


:  Feb.  1934 
:  Feb.  1934 
:  Feb.  1934 


1890 
1890 


:  Apples 
:  Lemons 
:0ranges 

• 
• 

: Beans,  snap 

: Cabbage 

:  Carrots 

;Celery 

:Lettuce 

;Onions 

:Potatoes 

: Spinach 

:Sweet  potatoes 


e^iaiyale^t 


Farm  price  first 
estimated 


Monthly 


Jan. 1910 
Aug. 1909 
Aug. 1909 


Yearly :Av,sea- 
:  sonal 

X 

s 


Jan. 1908 
Jan. 1910 


J  1918 
1918 
1923 
1918 
1918 
1918 

1919 


: Calif. clingstone  for  canning) 
iBartlett  pears  for  canning) 


;  Asparagus 

: Beans,  green 

:Beans,  Michigan 

:Corn,  sweet 

iPeas 

:  Tomatoes 

s 

Prunes,  dried 
Raisins,  dried 


Jan, 1910 


2 


Beans,  dry,  edible 


Sugar  beets 
Sugar  cane 
Corn 

Strawberries 


Peanuts 
Tomatoes 
J  Tomatoes 


1918 
1918 

1918 
1918 
1918 

1919 
1919 


Jan. 1910: 


Jan. 1908 


Jan. 1910 


191-5 
1924 


1918 


1918 
1918 


"  r/  *  *  f>r*f  ce  *  o6la  i*ne  K  'ty '  averag  lig "  ret  ai  1  *  prices*  *  of '  17 "  c  itiei '  of'  the  North*  Ce  ntral 
and  Western  States. 


Source;  Retail  -  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
Farm   -  Bureau  of  Agr.  Economics, , 


Div,  of  Crop  &  Livestock  Estimates, 
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currently  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.     Although  simple  U.   S. 
averages  are  not   strictly  comparable  with  the   averages  obtained  when 
using  consumption  and  population  weights,   it  is  believed  that   in  most 
cases  the  differences  will  be  small. 

Farm  Value   is  computed  from  U.   S.   average  prices  received  by 
farmers  as  published  by  the   Division  of  Crop  and  Livestock  Estimates, 
except  as  noted  in  the  tables.     The  month  or  year  for  which  the  price 
of  each  farm  product  used  for  food  was  first  estimated  is  shown  in 
table  7.     For  most   important  products  marketed  throughout  the  year, 
prices  are  available  as  of  the   15th  of  each  month,  while  for  a 
number  of  products  there  is  published  only  a  seasonal  average  price. 
The  Farm  Value   is  the  value  of  a  quantity  of  farm  produce  equivalent 
to,   or  yielding,   one  retail  unit  of  the   corresponding  ccramodity  as 
retailed.      (See  discussion  of  Equivalents  in  text,   pp.    18  to  24.)      In 
all  cases  when  monthly  farm  prices  were  available,   farm  values  and 
retail  values  were   computed  using  unweighted  average  prices  for 
identical  periods.     For  certain  foods  when  the  equivalent  farm 
product  price  was  given  for  the   season,    such  as  for  fresh  vegetables, 
the  retail  and  farm  values  are  based  upon  average  retail  and  seasonal 
farm  prices  for  the   same  year.     For  other  foods,    such  as  canned 
vegetables,   canned  fruits,  prunes,   and  raisins,   the  retail  value  for 
a  given  year  was  compared  with  farm  value  based  upon  a  simple  average 
of  seasonal  growers'   prices  for  the  given  and  the   preceding  years. 
Farm  values  of  sugar  beets  and  sugar  cane  for  a  given  season  were 
compared  with  retail  sugar  values  .the  following  year,. 

Actual  Margin  is  the  actual  difference  between  Retail  Value  of 
one  retail  unit  and  the   Farm  Value,  (amount  received  by  the   farmer)   for 
a  quantity  of  farm  produce  equivalent  to  one  retail  unit.     This  actual 
margin  represents  the   amount  per  retail  unit  paid  for  processing, 
transportation,   and  distribution.     Since  no  allowance   is  made  for 
processing  taxes  in  the    tables  and  charts  of  this  report,   the  tax  is 
included  in  the  margin  of  each  commodity  affected. 

Farm  Value  as  Percentage  of  Retail  Value  of  a  given  food   item 
should  not   generally  be  interpreted  as  measuring  exactly  the   farmer's 
share  of  the   consumer's  dollar  spent  for  that  food   item  because  no 
allowance  has  been  made  for  the  value  of  by-products.     Before   inter- 
preting this  percentage,    the  reader   should  refer  to  the   section  on 
Equivalents,  pp.   18  to  24,  where  the   58  foods  considered  in  this  study 
are  divided  into  three   classes.      In  general,  for  dairy  products  and 
foods   in  Classes  I  and   III,    farm  value  as  a  percentage  of  retail 
value   is  probably  somewhat  less  than  the   farmer's  share  of  the  con- 
sumer's dollar  spent  for  these  foods.      In  the   case  of  foods  in  Class  II, 
including  meat  products,  grain  products,   sugar  and  peanut  butter,   farm 
value   as  the  percentage  of  retail  value   is  probably  somewhat   larger 
than  the  actual   farmer's  share  of  the   consumer's  dollar.      In  the   case 
of  beef  products   and  lamb  products,  retail  prices  probably  represent 
meats  above  average  grade,  vdiile  the   faim  prices  of  beef  cattle  and 
of  lambs  include  all  grades,  thereby  offsetting,   to  an  undetermined 
extent,   the   omission  of  minor  products  and  by-products. 
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Table  8.-  Value  of  58  Foods,   1913-1935 

Estimated  retail  value  and  equivalent   farm  value  of  quantities 

purchased  annually  by  a  typical  American 

workingman»s  family  1/ 


Table  9.-  Indexes  of  farm  value,  retail  value,   and  margins 

for-  58  foods  combined  and  the 

farmer's  share  of  the    consumer's  food  dollar 


-•••••  •«««■•■■ 

:   '**Farm' 

:""  Retail : 

:  Farm  value" as" 

Year 

:    value 

:    value 

:     Margin 

:  percentage  of 

••••■•■■«•••■••■■■•■ 

\,,Jl^^J^}?:.7J^^^^. 

1913 

:   Dollars 
:     134 

:""i)6riars 

:    252      ! 

i Doliars" 

5      118 

I        gercent 

:     53"" 

1914 

!     137 

:    258      i 

!     121 

:     53    ' 

1915 

i            134 

:    258      1 

!      124 

:     52 

1916   ! 

;    155 

!    285      J 

130 

:     54 

1917   ; 

!     223     ; 

:    370      1 

!      147 

:     60 

1918 

:     245 

!    424      1 

179 

1      58 

1919   : 

267     ; 

;    470      1 

1      203 

:    57 

1920   : 

272 

:    514      ] 

!      242 

8      53 

1921   1 

179     ; 

1    404      i 

225 

:     44 

1922   ! 

170     : 

:    374      J 

204 

8      45 

1923   : 

173     ! 

384      1 

211 

8      45 

1924   : 

170     : 

381      1 

211 

8      45 

1925   : 

198     : 

410      1 

212 

8      48 

1926   : 

202     : 

418      1 

216 

«  8 

8      48 

1927   : 

190     : 

406      1 

216 

8      47 

1928   : 

194     : 

407      t 

213 

8      48 

1929   : 

195     : 

415      1 

220 

8      47 

1930   ; 

171     : 

391      i 

220 

8      44 

1931   : 

121     • 

322      J 

201 

8      38 

1932   : 

88     : 

270      : 

182 

8      33 

1933   : 

92     : 

264      s 

172 

8      35 

1934   : 

108     : 

295     : 

187 

8      37 

1935   : 

138     : 

331      : 

193 

:      42 

1/     See  discussion  in  section  on  Family  Expenditures  pp.  24  to  27, 

No  allowance  is  made  for  processing  taxes  on  wheat,  rye,  rice,  hogs, 
corn,  peanuts,    and  sugar,  which,  on  the  quantities  of  those  products 
included  in  annual  family  purchases,   amounted  to  about  $2  in  1933,  $10 
in  1934,   and  $11  in  1935. 


/ 


•  «••*■■•••■•••••. ••••«« 

* 

""Year"*"; 

Index  of  ' 

""index  "of"""*! 

rri&ex'of : 

fhrmeT  ^*s'  *  s'Ha  re 

and   : 

farm  v'alue'  ; 

:  retail  value  ; 

!    margin    : 

of  consumer's 

month  : 

'■••••••••■••a 

1913   ! 

._  1926  =  100"  : 
66 ; 

:  1926  =  100-  ' 
;""'""60 ; 

:   1926  :  100   : 
1 55 *: 

dollar' 
' 53 

1914   ; 

68      1 

!   •   62    •  I 

1       56     : 

53 

1915  : 

66      1 

t   '   62      ! 

I                 57     I 

52 

1916  J 

77      J 

I   '   68      ! 

t      60    : 

54 

1917   ! 

110       S 

!   ■   89     : 

I       68     : 

60 

1918  : 

121      ; 

!     101       J 

:       83     ! 

58  - 

1919  J 

I      132      ! 

1     112    •  ! 

i       94     : 

57 

1920  J 

135    ■   J 

t   •  123      i 

t      112     : 

53 

1921   ! 

89      ! 

i              97      ! 

!      104     i 

4 

44  • 

1922   ! 

84      1 

\             89      i 

1       94     : 

45 

1923  : 

86     ; 

1      92    •  1 

1       98     : 

45 

1924   ! 

84    ■  ; 

1      91    •   ! 

t       98     : 

45 

1925   ! 

98     i 

• 

1      98      ! 

!       98     : 

48 

« 

1926  ! 

100       ! 

I   '100    •  1 

1      100     : 

48 

1927   : 

94      ] 

t     97   '  : 

!        100      ! 

47 

1928   ! 

96      i 

t      97      J 

!       99     : 

48  • 

1929   : 

97      : 

t      99      J 

!      102     : 

47 

1930   : 

85      i 

!     94     : 

!      102     : 

44 

1931  ! 

60     i 

1      77      J 

!       93     : 

38     -  '* 

1932   ; 

44   '   ] 

\              65      ! 

\               84    : 

33 

1933   ; 

46   ■  'j 

\             63     : 

I       80     : 

35 

1934   J 

!      53      J 

i             71     i 

1       87     : 

37 

1935   ; 

68 

I             79     J 

\                  89     ! 

t        42 

1935:    : 

• 

« 

:            i 

Jan.   ; 

;      65   "  1 

!      77      ! 

:               88    ! 

41 

Feb.   ; 

69      \ 

1      79      J 

\               88    : 

42 

Mar.   1 

:      68     i 

!      78      i 

\               87    : 

42 

Apr. 

!        70       ! 

5   .    80      ! 

5       89     : 

43 

May   I 

\               68 

5      80      ! 

i                90     : 

41 

June   I 

t      65 

!   .    80 

!       93     : 

39 

July 

:      64   * 

!  .    78      1 

!         91      ! 

f       40 

Aug. 

!      67     1 

!      78 

!        88      ! 

I'       42    • 

Sept. 

{      70 

!      79 

:   ■     88     : 

43 

Oct. 

:      70 

!      80 

I                89     : 

42 

Nov. 

!       71 

!      81 

i       90     : 

\                   42 

Dec. 

:      7S 

I              82 

1       90     ! 

1        43 

1936: 

I 

i 

Jan. 

:      73 

8      82 

!         90      ! 

\                  43 

Feb. 

74 

:     80 

:       86     i 

{        45 

Mar. 

:      70 

:     79 

s       86     1 

!        43 

j^r. 

:      70 

8      79 

:       86 

:       43 

May 

:      68 

:      79 

:       89 

:        42 

•  •  *  • 

J 


.■rf 
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Year 
and 
month 

•  '  •  *  a  >  •  •  I 

1913 

1914 

1915 

1916 

1917 

1918 

1919 

1920 

1921 

1922 

1923 

1924 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 
1935: 

Jan. 

Feb. 

Mar. 

ilpr. 

May- 
June 

July 

Aug. 

Sept, 

Oct. 

Nov, 

Dec. 
1936: 

Jan. 

Feb. 

Mar, 
Apr* 


Table  lo.-  Beef  —  Farm-to-retail  price  spreads 
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Table  11.-  Pork  products  —  Ffann*to*retail  price  spreads 


1/  Farm  value 

of  2.16  lbs.    of 

beef  cattle 
■•••"•••••••••••..,,,, 

£ents 
12.8 
13.5 
13.0 
14.0 
17.6 
20.4       * 
21.0 
18.3 
11.9 
11.7 
12.1 
12.0 
13.4 
13.9 
15.6 
19.7 
19.8 
16.2 
11.5 
8.8 
7.7 
8.3 
13.5 

10.9 

12.9 
14.2 
14.5 
14,7 
14.2 
13.4 
13.6 
13.9 
13.5 
13.1 
13.3 

13.4 
13.4 
13.2  : 

13.5  : 

13.0  • 


2/  Average  'ret ail"  *  I "  Actual 
price  per  pound     :     margin 
,.  of  all  beef  cuts    : 


cents 
1?.9 
20.6 
20.2 
21.4 
25.2 
31.7 
33.0 
33.3 
28.6 
27.1 
28.1 
28.6 
29.4 
30.1 
31.3 
35.8 
37.9 
34.9 
28.9 
24.0 
21.0 
22.6 
29.8- 

25.5- 

27.6 

29.6' 

30.4  . 
31,2- 
31.4 
30.4 
30.3 
30.9 
30,9  • 
29.6  . 

29.5  . 

30.2 
28.8 
28.2 
28.4 
28.2 


: 

* 

f 
I 
I 
: 


: 


: 


ceiits_ 
■"  7.1 
7.1 
7.2 
7.4 
7.6 
11.3 
12.0 
15.0 
16.7 
15.4 
16.0 
16.6 
16.0 
16.2 
15.7 
16.1 
18.1 
18.7 
17.4- 
15.2 
13.3 
14.3 
16.3- 

14.6 

14.7 

15.4 

15.9- 

16.5- 

;7,2' 

17.0 

16.7 

17.0 

17.4 

16.5 

16.2  • 

16.8  • 

15.4 

15.0 

14.9 

15.2 


■■^4iiii'value-as"" 
percentage  of 
^  retail  value 
Jercent^ 

64*" 

66 

64 

65 

70 

64 

64 

55 

42 

43 

43 

42 

46 

46 

50 

55 

52 

46 

40 

37 

37 

37 

45 

43 
47 
48 
48 
47 
45 
44 
45 
45 
44 
44 
45 

47 
47 

48 

46 


1^1 


May 

1/     100  lbs.   of  good  grade  live  beef  cattiryield746/4'lVsV'of~an' retail' 
cuts,  giving  2.16  lbs.  live  weight  per  pound  of  retail  cuts.  ■ 

Z/    Average  retail  price  per  pound  obtained  by  weighting  the  price  of  each    ' 
cut  by  weights  proportional  to  quantities  of  these  cu?s  obtained  p^r  100  lbs 
Of  good  grade  beef  cattle.     These  retail  prices  probably  represenrgood  Qualltv 
meats  obtained  from  good  grade  beef  steers  and  are  not  Itrictly  oompSabirwlth 
the  farm  price  of  beef  cattle  which  may  include  cows,  bulls  ani  other  tow  ^ade 


Year 
and 
month 

1913 

1914   • 

i9iB  ■■ 

1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 
1920 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 
3/  1933 
3/  1934 
3/  1935 
1935:  3/ 
Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar, 
i^r. 
May- 
June 
July 
Aug. 
Sept. 
Oct. 
Nov, 
Dec. 
1936: 
Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar. 

May 


^  2J.  Average  retail 
price  per  pound  of 


1/  Farm  value  : 
of  1.90  lbs.    : 

Of  live  hogs  {  principal  perk  products 

cents 


:Actual : 
margin: 


•••••••^■«««»« 


•  «  ■  •  •  «  ■  ■  • 

^enbs 

:14.2 

jl4.4 

!l2.5 

.15.6 

•  25.8 

.30,2 

:30.8 

•24.7 

•14,9 

.16.0 

•13.5 

:14.2. 

:20.9 

;22.4 

-18.4 
•16.6 
;17,9 
16.9 
,11.2 
6,6 
6.7 
8.1 
16.1 

13.1 
13.5 
15.4 
15.0 
15.0 
15.9 
16.0 
19.4 
19.5 
18.2 
16.2 
16.6 

16.9 
17.7 
17.4 
17.8 
16.3 


: 


t. 


17.7 
17.9 
17.1 
19.2 
'27.3 
33.7 
'36.7 
33.9 
£6.4 
"25.3 
24.5 
24.6 
28.7 
30.6 
28.4 
27.1 
27.4 
26.4 

22.1 
15.7 
14.5 
18.2 
27.3 

22.7 
23.7 
24.9 
25.3 
25.8 
26.9 
27.4 
30.2 
31.4 
31.0 
29.4 
28.8 

27.9 
26.8 
26.3 
26.3 
26.1 


i»««%«««i 


>  t  «  • 


»••••• 1 


cents^: 
"■^.5: 
3.5: 
'  4.6t 
3.6 
1.5 
3.5 
5.9 
9.2 

u;5 

9.3 

11.0 
10.4 

7.8 

8;2 

10.0 

10.5 

9.5 

9.5 

10.9 

9.1 

7-;  8 

10.1 

U;2 

9.6 
10.2 

9.5 
10.3 
10.8 
11.0 
11.4 
10.8 
11.9 
12.8 
13.2 
12.2 

11.0 

.    9.1 

8.9 

8.5 

9.8 


>  •  •  •  • 


mm  m  m  •  9  •  m  m  m^  4  ••*«••  • 

Farm  value  as 
percentage  of 
retail  value 
geppeat^ 
80 
80 
73 
81 
95 

99 
84 
V5 
56 
63 
55 
58 
73 
73 
65 
61 

65 
64 

51 
42 
46 
%5 

^9 

!I8 

117 


be 

159 

58   " 
64 
62 
•59 

55 
58 

61    ^ 
'66 
66 
68 

62 

principal  retail 
tail  products. 


1/     100  lbs. "Of  good  grade  live  hogs  yields  52.6  lbs.  of 
pork  products,   giving  1.90  lbs.   live  weight  per  pound  of  re 

2/    Average  retail  price  per  po\md  obtained  by  weighting  the  price  of  . 
each  product  by  weights  proportional  to  quantities  of  these  products  ob- 
tained per  100  ibs.   of  good  grade  hogs, 

9ee  discussion  of  pork  products  in  section,  on  Equivalents,  p.  22. 

3/    No  allowance  is  made  for  processing  taxes  per  100  lbs,   live  wei^t, 
which  were:     50gf,   beginning  Nov,   5,  1933;   #1.00,   beginning  Dec.   1,  1833; 
$1.50,  beginning  Feb.  1,   1934;  and  #2.25  from  Mar.   1,   1934  to  Jan.    6,   1936. 
These  taxes  are  included  in  the  margins  as  additional  costs  of  processing. 


f  ■■• 
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Year 
and 
month 

1913 
1914 
1915 

1916  * 

1917  ■ 
1918 
1919 
1920 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 

1925 
1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1935: 

Jan. 

Feb. 

Mar, 

Apr. 

May- 
June 

July 

Aug. 

Sept, 

Oct, 

Nov. 

Dec, 
1936: 

Jan. 

Feb.   , 

Mar. 

Apr. 

May- 


Table  12.-  Dairy  prbduct's; -<  pa^ni^-to-tetSLil  price  spreads 


:  Farm  value; of 
i  .  100  lbs.;^of 

\  t   milk  ■•  equivalent 
:     'dolls.: 
:     -  1.47  : 

.:  *    1.42  : 

t  '    1.44  : 

•    1.53  ; 

1.89  : 

2.30  J 

2,63  . 

2.80 
■    2.16 

1.97 
'    -2.23  : 

•  -2,04^ 

•  -2.10  .■ 
•2.07 
•2.13  • 

•  2.17- 
'  •2.16- 
■•    -1,83 

-1.37- 

•  -1.01 ■ 
•■      1.01 
-      1.20- 

•  '1.40 


•1.47 
•1.60 
'1,50 

•  1.55 
1.39 

'  1.25 
-  1.21 
'  1.23 

•  1,30 
1.33 

•  1.46 

•  1.57 

•  1.63 
-    1.65 

1.53 

"1.48 

1.36 


•'} 


* 


: 

: 

t 


: 


4.02 

4.14 

4.10 

4.19 

4.23 

4.19 

3.88 

3.26 

2.76 

2.70 

2.94 

3.13 


3,19 

3.31 
3.21 
3.27 
3.12 
3.04 
2.98 
2.99 
3.03 
3.03 
3.15 
3.23 

3.30 
3,33 
3,26 
3.20 
3.11 


Retail  value  of 
"loo  lbs,  2/of     : 

milk  equivalent  : 
•  •••••••••  ''•**  ••-•••.•••» 

•  <^olls.  } 

.    .2.66  i 

2,60  : 

..   2.58  5 

.   2,75  ': 

.   3.40  : 

.   4.11 

..-  4.86  i 

5.09  .: 

.   4.19  ;: 

.•  -3.82  .: 

.  4.15  :: 


«  ■  «  •"•  m  mr^  m  • 


» 

» 


; 
\ 
I 
t 
I 
I 
\ 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 


\ 

X 


—  —  —  »»•••», 

Actual 
margin 

dolls, 
1.19 
1.18 
1.14 
1.22 
1.51 
1.81 
2.2^ 

2.  OS 
1.85 
1.92 
1.98 
2,04 
2. .03 
2,06 
2,06 
2,03 
2.05 
lv89 
1.75 
1.69 
1.74 
1,73 


1,72 
l.Vl 
1.71 
1.V2 
1,73 
1,79 
1.77 
1.76 
1/73 
1.70 
1.69 
i;66 

1.'67 
ll68 
1.73 
1.72 
1.75 


•  •••.' 


t 

t 

t 

t 

t 

I 

S 

t 

I 

t 

f 

X 

I 
I 
I 
I 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
x 

X 

t 

t 
t 
t 

J 

3 
} 
\ 
\ 


I  Fanji  value  as 
t  percentage  of 
8  retail  value 
X         percent 
55 
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Table  13.-  Hens  —  Farm  to  retail  price  spreads 


55 

56 

56 

56 

56 

54 

55 

52 

52 

54 

51 

51 

50 

51 

51 

52 

47 

42 

37 

37 

41 

45 


46 
48 
47 
47 
45 
41 
41 
41 
43 
44 
46 
49 

49 
BO 
47 
46 
44 


1/  Farm  value  of  100  lbs.  of  milk  equivalent  estimated  as  equal  to  value 
of  49  lbs.  wholesale  milk  plus  value  of  2.0  lbs.  butterfat. 

2/.  Retail,  value  of  100  lbs.  o^  milk  equivalent  estimted  as  the  combined 
values  of  15.7  quarts  of  whole  milk,  .7  lbs.  of  cheese,  2.6  lbs.  of 'butter, 
.and  2.5  14^oz.  cans  of  evaporated  milk. 


Year 

and 

month 

1913 

1914 

1915 

1916 

1917 

1918 

1919 

1920 

1921 

1922 

1923 

1924 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936: 
Jan, 
Feb. 
Mar. 
Apr, 
May 
June 
July 
Aug, 
Sept, 
Oct. 
Nov, 
Dec. 

1936: 
Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar. 
Apr. 
May 

(■•■•■■••■•■a 


:  1/Farm  value 

:  of:  1.11  lbs 

:  pf  hens 

:  ;  cents 


13.2 

13.7 

13.0 

14.9 

18.8 

23.9 

27,0 

28,7 

23.3 

21.2 

21,1 

21.3 

22,6 

24,3 

22,6 

23.(5 

24.9 

20.6 

17,2 

12,9 

10.7 

12.4 

16^5 


13.7 

14.9 

15.8 

17.2 

17,4 

17,3 

15.6 

15.7 

17,1 

17.4 

17.6 

17.8 


18.3 
18.8 
18.4 
18.8 
18.4 


•    - 

X 


:. 

•  - 


! 


» 


% 
•. 

. 
\ 


•  •••■■•••••••  •  •  •  •  • 

Retail  value 

of  1  lb. 

of  hens 

cents 

21.3 

21.8 

20.8 

23.6 

28.7 

37.8 

41.1 

44.7 

59 .7 

36.0 

35.0 

1^5,3 

36.7 

Se.8 

36.9 
37.4 
39.7 
155.6 
*31.0 
'24.7 
20.9 
'24.2 
29.2 


25.6 

27.3 

"28.3 

'29.2 

29.9 

30.0 

"28.2 

'28.4 

"30.1 

30.8 

30.9 

'31.2 


32.3 
32.5 
32.5 
32.9 
32.6 


I 

> 

X 

'X 

I 


s 

. 

s 

. 

; 


: 


Ac  tual 
margin 

cents 

8.1 

8.1 

7.8 

8.7 

9.9 

13.9 

14.1 

16.0 

16.4 

14.8 

13.9 

14.0 

14.1 

14.5 

14.3 

13.8 

14.8 

15.0 

13.8 

11.8 

10.2 

11.8 

12.7 


11.9 

12.4 

12.5 

12.0 

12.5 

12.7 

12.6 

12.7 

13.0 

13.4 

13.3 

13.4 


14.0 
13.7 
14.1 
14.1 
14.2 


Jjl 


* 

1/  Estimating  that  there  i 
by  the  farmer  and  the  weight 
farm  per  pound  at  retail. 


s  10^  shrinkage  between  the 
purchased  at  retail  gives 


* : "  *  $^fm  'value  *  as 

:  percentage  of 

J  retail  value 

:  percent 

:  62 

:  63 

:  •    62 

:  63 

;  66 

:  63 

:  66 

:  64 

:  59 

:  59 

:  60 

:  60 

:  62 

:  '    63 

:  61 

:  63 

:  •    63 
58 

:  '    55 

:  52 

:  •    51 

:  ■    51 

:  -   ^57 


-  54 
55 
56 
•  59 
58 
58 
55 
55 
57 
56 
57 
57 


57 
58 
57 
57 
56 


weight  of  hens  sold 
1.11  lbs.  at  the 


39 


38 


Table  15,-  White  flour  —  Farm -to -retail  price  spreads 


Year 
and 
month 

1913 

1914 

1915 

1916 

1917 

1918 

1919 

1920 

1921 

1922 

1923 

1924 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1935: 
Jan, 
Feb, 
Mar, 
Apr, 

June 

July 

Aug, 

Sept, 

Oct. 

Nov, 

Dec, 

1936: 
Jan, 
Feb, 
Mar, 

Apr. 

Miay 


Table  14,- 


J^rm  Value 
of  1  doz, 
eggs 
cents 
21,5 
22.6 
21,7 
24.7 
34  ,'0 
39.9 
44.7 
47,8 
33:1 
26:1 
29:8 
30:3 
33.7 
31:5 
28.2 
30,3 
32,1 
25,1 
18,6 
16",0 
15.3 
18",4 
24,1 


25,0 

25".  6 

18'.6 

20.0 

21.4 

21.0 

21.7 

22". 7 

26.4 

27.9 

30.1 

28.7 


22:8 
23.8 
17.5 
16,8 
18.1 


—  Farm -to -re tail  price  spreads 


J 


Retail  Price 
of  1  doz, 
eggs 
cents 
34.5 
35.3 
34,1 
37,5 
48,1 

56.9 
62.8 
68.1 
50,9 
44.4 
46.5 
47.8 
52.1 
48.5 
45.2 
46.4 
49.0 
41.0 
31.7 
27.2 
26.0 
29.9 
36.6 


37.6 
37.8 
28.9 
29.5 
31,8 
32.2 
33.5 
36.2 
40.5 
44.2 
44.5 
42.1 


38.2 
37.9 
33.4 
29.8 
30.9 


I  •  •  ■  •  «  ••! 


t 
t 


; 
: 
t 
t 
I 
I 
t 


« 
t 

• 
: 
: 
I 


9 


Actual 
margin 


•  cents 
'    13.0 

12.7 
12.4 
12.8 

•  14.1 
17.0 
18.1 
20.3 

'     17 .8 

'     16.3 

16.7 

17.5 

•  18.4 
17.0- 
17.0 
16.1 
16.9 
15.9 
13.1 
11.2 
10.7 
11.5 
12.5 


12.6- 
12.2 
10.3 
9.5 
10.4- 
11.2 
11.8 
13,5 
14.1 
16.3 
14.4 
13.4 


15.4 
14.1 
15.9 
13. G 
12.8 


I 


I  *«•••■• I 


Farm  value  as 
percentage  of 

retail  value 

■••••••••••••••••• 

percent 
62 
64 
64 
66 

•  71 
70 

•  71 
'  70 
J  65 

•  63 
'  64 
'  13 
:  15 
■  65 

62 
65 
66 
61 
69 
69 
69 
62 
66 


•6 
•8 

U 

67 

65 
65 
63 
66 
63 
66 
66 


60 

63 
92 
96 

9?., 


Year***: 

*  1/  Farm  *  val'iie* 

:*  * '  Retaill!  *  jprrce' ' 

•  «  •  • 

'XcViial'*"': 

'farm  'value  *  as 

and   : 

of  1.41  lbs. 

:    of  1  lb. 

margin  : 

percentage  of 

Fi9?.t^....* 

of  whe at 

:    of  flour 

1 

re  tail ,  value ^ 

cents 

i           cents 

•  •  *  • 

cents  s 

percent 

1913   : 

1.9 

:     3.3 

1.4   : 

58 

1914   : 

2.0 

!      3.4 

1.4  I 

59 

1915   ! 

2.6 

;    4,2 

1.6    ! 

62 

1916   : 

2.8 

8      4.4 

1.6   : 

64 

1917   : 

4.8 

S      7.0 

2.2   S 

69. 

1918  \ 

4.8 

:      6.7 

1.9  : 

72 

1919   : 

5.1 

!      7.2 

2.1   : 

n 

1920   : 

5.2 

8      8.1 

2.9   J 

64 

1921   : 

2.7 

:      5.8 

3.1   ! 

47. 

1922   J 

2.4 

:     5.1 

2.7   : 

47 

1923   J 

2.3 

:     4.7 

2.4   : 

49 

1924   : 

2.6 

:     4.9 

2.3   J 

53 

1925   : 

3,5 

:     6.1 

2.6   J 

!      57 

1926   ! 

3.2 

t             6.0 

2.8   ! 

53; 

1927   ! 

2.8 

t              5.5 

2.7   ; 

t          51; 

1928   1 

2,7 

;     5.4 

2.7   J 

t               50- 

1929   : 

2,4 

t             5.1 

2.7   1 

47 

1930   1 

1.9 

I      4.6 

2.7   s 

4X 

1931   1 

!       1.1 

:     3.6 

2.5    ! 

I               31 

1932   ! 

!        .9 

t      3.2 

2.3   1 

I          m 

1933   ! 

!       1.4 

I      3.9 

2.5   1 

1      36. 

1934   ! 

1       1.9 

I      4.9 

3.3   i 

\               39 

1935 

!       2.0 

:     5.1 

3.1   i 
1 

\               39 

1935:    : 

i 

Jan. 

S       2.1 

:     5.1 

3.9   1 

I               41 

Feb. 

:      2.1 

5.0 

2.9 

:      42 

Mar. 

!      2.0 

t              5,0 

3.0 

!       40 

Apr. 

!       2.1 

:     5.0 

2.9 

I               42 

May 

5       2.1 

:    5.0 

2.9 

:     42 

June 

:      1.8 

t             4.9 

3.1 

:      37 

July 

:      1.8 

:     4.9 

3.1 

:      37 

Aug. 

!      1.9 

:     4.9 

•  3.0 

s      39 

Sept. 

I       2.0 

:     5.0 

3.0 

8       40 

Oct. 

:       2.3 

J      5.2 

2.9 

8      44 

Nov. 

:       2.1 

:     5.4 

3.3 

8       39 

Dec. 

:      2.1 

:     5,4 

3.3 

8      39 

8 

1936: 

s 

t 

Jan, 

:      2,2 

:     4.9 

2.7 

!      45 

Feb. 

:      2.2 

8      4.8 

2.6   . 

8       46 

Mar, 

:      2.1 

8      4.8 

2.7 

8       44 

Apr. 

:      2.0 

3      4.7 

2.7 

I               43 

May 

I               1.9 

:     4.6 

■  •  •  •  • 

.....2,?..... 

8       41 

1/  One  60  lb.  bushel  of  wheat  normally  yields  42.6  lbs.  of  white  flour, 
making  1.41  lbs.  of  wheat  per  pound  of  flour  as  retailed.  No  allowance 
is  made  for  interseasonal  variation  in  milling  qualities  of  wheat. 

No  allowance  is  made  for  processing  tax  on  wheat,  which  was  30gf  per 
bushel  from  July  9,  1933,  to  January  6,  1936,  or  about  0,7j^  per  pound  of 
flour. 
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Table  16.-  White  bread  —  Farm-to -re tail  price  spreads 


Tablo  17. -Com  meal  —  Itennr- to-retail  price  spreads 


41 


i 


Year  i 

;  i/Farm  value  : 

Retail'  value  *  *  *! 

""Actual"*! 

\  ' '  ^arin '  Value'  as 

-••••• 

and   ! 

I   of  .97  lb.  ! 

of  1  lb.    J 

.  margin  ; 

,  percentage  of 

•  - 

month  ! 

1   of  wjieat    J 

of  bread    ! 

I 

:   retail  value 

;     cents    j 

;   cents J 

cents   1 

f percent 

•  •.-•• 

1913   ! 

!        1.3      ! 

t  .  '5.6      s 

.  .  4.3   I 

i               23 

1914 

:      .1.4     1 

I  :    6.3      J 

{    4.9   ; 

i               22 

1915   ! 

;      .1.8    J 

t  r    7.0       \ 

S  .  5.2   I 

1  .     26 

1916 

:      1.9  .   1 

I  •    7.3       ! 

1  .  5.4   1 

i               26 

1917 

:      ;3.3  .   j 

.   ;     9.2        J 

!    5.9   ! 

:      36 

1918 

:      t3.3  .   1 

1      9.8      : 

J  ,  6.5   I 

!      34 

1919 

{      :3 .5     J 

t     10.0       S 

I  .  6.5 

J      35 

1920 

!      ;3.6     J 

i    '.       11.5       J 

\         7.9   : 

I                31 

1921 

!      ;1.9     ! 

5  •    9.9      s 

t  -  8.0 

i       19 

1922 

:      rl.7    ! 

i     :          8.7       1 

1  .  7.0 

5      20 

1923 

:      .1.6     J 

5  .    8.7  .     1 

\          7.1 

{       18 

1924 

:      ;1.8     ! 

1  .    8.8       i 

{    7.0 

i               20 

1925 

:      ;2.4     i 

i              9.4       i 

I    7.0 

:      26 

1926 

1      :2.2  ,   J 

i              9.4       S 

!    7.2 

:      23 

1927 

:      -1.9  .   ! 

t  .    9.3       ! 

;    7.4   1 

;      20 

1928 

:      :1.8     1 

;     9.1      ; 

;    7.3 

!      20 

1929 

I                 1.7  .    ! 

1  .    9.0      1 

1    7.3 

\                19 

1930 

:      1.3  .    . 

s  .    8.7      1 

t    7.4 

!       15 

1931 

:     .  .8    ; 

!  .    7.6      1 

t  .   6.8 

!        11 

1932 

:       .6  .   ; 

I  .    6.8 

{  .   6.2 

i       9 

1933 

:       .9     ! 

i    •     7.1       1 

1  .   6.2 

!       13 

1934 

I      .1.3     i 

5      8.1       { 

\          6.8 

:      16 

1935 

'              .1.4. 

5  .    8.3       1 

J    6.9 

t               17 

1935: 

»                              1 

• 

i                              i 

\ 

\ 

Jan. 

I              .1.4     1 

;  :  -   8.3       i 

1  .   6.9 

i                17 

Feb. 

!      1.4  .    ; 

;  :    8.3       J 

5    6.9 

i               17 

Mar. 

:     .1.4    ! 

{      8.3       1 

1    6.9 

:      17 

Apr. 

:     .1.5     1 

i              8.3       I 

\         6.9 

:      18 

May 

:      :1.4     ! 

!  :    8.3       1 

t  .   6.9 

!       17 

June 

:     .1.2     ! 

i  :           8.3 

\          7.1 

t               14 

July 

:     .  1.2     ; 

\              8.3       1 

\          7.1 

:      14 

Aug, 

!        1.3      1 

!  .     8.3       i 

1  .   7.0 

:      16 

Sept. 

:      1.4.    J 

\  .           8.3       i 

\          6.9 

t               17 

Oct. 

!      1.6.    ; 

S  .     8.3 

!    6.7   ' 

5       19 

Nov. 

:     .1.4 

!      8.5       1 

;   7.1 

:      16 

Dec. 

!     .1.5. 

!  .     8.6       1 

1    7.1 

!       17 

1936: 

• 

'  • 

t 

Jan. 

:     .1.5    J 

!  .     8.5       1 

\   .   7.0 

I               18 

Feb. 

;      1.5     s 

{  •     8.4       1 

1    6.9 

:      18 

Mar. 

t      .1.5      ! 

\.          8.3      ; 

;  .   6.8 

i               18 

Apr. 

!      .  1.4.    1 

!      8.2       J 

\         6.8 

i                17 

May 

!     .1.3     ; 

!       8.2        ! 

;  .   6.9 

\ as 

» • » * 

Year 

:   l/  Farm  value 

:   Retail  value 

1  Actual 

;   Farm  value 

and 

:    of  1,5  lbs. 

of  1  lb. 

I  margin 

1  as  percentage 

month 

of  com 

:    corn  meal 

:   of  retail 
value 

cent  s 

:     cents 

:   cents 

percent 

1913 

:       1.7 

I      3.0 

:    1.3 

:      57 

1914 

:      1.9 

i      3.2 

:   1.3 

59 

1915 

1.9 

'                3.3 

:   1.4 

;        58 

1916 

2.1 

:     3.4 

:   1.3 

62 

1917 

3.8 

:      5.8       ; 

i    2.0 

66 

1918 

•       4.0       1 

;      6.8      i 

1    2.8 

59 

1919 

4.2           ; 

j      6.4       i 

!    2.2 

66 

1920 

3.8 

1      6.5 

:    2.7 

58 

1921 

1.5 

!      4.5 

i    3.0 

33 

1922 

1.6       ' 

!      3.9      ; 

;    2.3 

41 

1923 

2.1      : 

:       4.1        ; 

;   2.0 

51 

1934 

2.4 

;         4.7         i 

;    2.3 

51 

1925 

2.7 

5.4 

!    2.7 

50 

1926 

1.6 

5.1 

;    3.5 

31 

1927 

2,1       ; 

;     5.2     1 

!    3.1 

40 

1928 

2,4       i 

!      5.3       ! 

1    2.9 

45 

1929 

2.3       i 

!      5.3       J 

:   3.0 

43 

1930 

2.1 

5.3       ' 

'         3.2 

40 

1931 

1.3 

\               4.6       1 

I    3.3 

28 

1932 

0.75     ; 

:      3.8       1 

3.Q 

30 

1933 

1.0       ; 

:       3.7       ; 

2.7 

27 

1934 

1.6       i 

'               4.5       1 

2.9. 

36 

1935 

2.1     ; 

5.1     i 

3.0 

41 

1935: 

Jan. 

2.3       i 

!       5.0       1 

2.7 

46 

Feb. 

2.3       i 

5.1     : 

2.8. 

45 

Mar. 

2.2  •      i 

I     5.1     i 

2.9 

43 

Apr. 

2.3  ■      J 

5.2       i 

2.9 

U 

May   • 

2.3  ■     iJ 

5.2       ' 

2.9 

44 

June   ; 

2.2  '      i 

5.2     : 

3.0. 

42 

July   ] 

2.2  •      i 

5.2       ; 

3.0. 

42 

Aug. 

2.2  •      i 

5*.2       ; 

3.0. 

42 

Sept .  : 

2.1  •      ! 

5.2     ■  ; 

3.1.   ■ 

40 

Oct. 

1.9  '      1 

5.1       J 

3.2 

37  • 

Nov. 

1.5  •     i 

5.0      i 

3.5   : 

30 

Dec.   ! 

1.4  "     : 

4.9       ' 

3.5    ! 

29 

1936:    '■ 

Jan.  '' 

1.4  '     ; 

5'.0      i 

3.6'   \ 

as 

Feb. 

1.5     : 

4.9       J 

3.4   : 

31. 

Mar.   1 

1.5      ; 

4.9      : 

3.4   ; 

31 

Apr. 

1.5       ; 

4.8      : 

3.3   : 

31 

May 

1.6       ' 

4.8       1 

3.2   i 

33 

1/  The  42.6  lbs.  of  flour  obtained  from  one  60  lb.  bushel  of  wheat  makes 
62  pounds  of  white  bread,  according  to  a  standard  formula,  so  .97  lb.  of 
wheat  is  equivalent  to  one  pound  of  bread. 

No  allowance  is  made  for  the  processing  tax  on  wheat,  which  amounted  to 
309?  per  bushel  from  July  9,  1933  to  January  6,  1936,  or  about  0.48^  per 
poxind  of  white. bread. 


ly  One  56  lb.  bushel  of  com  yields  50  lbs.  of  non-degermed  com 
meal  or  33-1/3  lbs.  of  degermed  com  meal.  1.5  lbs.  of  corn  would 
make  1/3  lb.  of  non-degermed  and  2/3  11).  of  degermed  com  meal. 

No  allowance  is  made  for  the  processing  tax  on  com  which  was  5^ 
per  bushel  from  Nov.  5,  1933,  to  Jan.  6,  1936. 
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TaUe  la.-Rolied  («itg  ---parm-to-retail  price,  spreads 


Year 

and 

month 


it 


1919 
1920 

1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 

1926 
1S27 
1928 
1929 
1930 

1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 

1935: 
Jan* 
Peb. 
Mar. 
Apr. 
May 
jTine 
July 
Au.g. 
Sept* 
Oct. 
Nov. 
Dec. 

1936: 
Jan. 
Pet, 
Mar. 
ipr. 
May 


l/  Parm  value 

of  1.78  lbs. 

of  oats 


cents 

3.9 
4.4 

2.0 
2.0 
2.3 
2.6 
2.5 

2.2 
2.5 
2.7 
2.5 
2.1 

1.4 
1.0 
1.4 
2.3 
2«2 


3.0 
3.0 
3.0 
3.0 
2.8 
2.3 
1.8 
1.5 
1.4 
1.5 
1.4 
1.4 


1.4 
1.5 
1.5 
1.4 
1.4 


Retail  value 
of  1  lb.  of 
rolled  oats 


cent  8; 

8.7 

10.8 

10.0 
8.8 
8.8 
8.9 
9.2 

• 

9.1 

9.0 
8.9 
8.9 
8.7" 

8.1 
7.4 
6.0 
6.9 
7.6 


7.4  • 

7.5  • 
7.7  • 
7.7  • 
7.7.' 
7.7  • 
7.7  ■ 
7.7  • 
7.7  • 
7.4  ' 
7.4 
7.4 


7.4 
7.4 
7.4 
7.4 
7.4 


Actual 
margin 


cents 

4.8 

6.4 

8.0 
6.8 

6.5 
6.3 
6.7 

6.9 

6.5 
6.2 
6.4 
6.6 

6.7 

6.4 
4.6 
4.6 
5.4 


4.4 
4.5 
4.7 
4.7 
4.9 
5.4 
5.9 
6.2 
6.3 
5.9 
6.0 
6.0 


6.0 
5.9 
5.9 
6.0 
6.0 


Parm  value 

as  percentage 

of  retail 
value 

percent 


Table  19.-Corn  flakes  —  Parm-to-retail  price  spreads 


43 


45 
41 

20 
23 
26 
29 
27 

24 
28 
30 
28 
24 

17 

14 
23 
33 
29 


41 
40 
39 
39 
36 
30 
23 
19 
18 
20 
19 
19 


19 

20 
20 
19 

19 


1/  One  pound  of  rolled  oats  is  obtained  from  1.78  lbs.  of  oats. 


1/  8  02S.  of  com  flakes  are  obtained  from  1.275  lbs. 


of  com. 


i 


No  allowance  is  made  for  the  processing  tax  on  com.  which  was  5rf 
per  bushel  from  November  5,   1933,   to  Jan.    6,   1936. 
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Table  20. -Wheat  cereal  —  Parm- to-retail  price  spreads 


I 
11 


:. 


? 


Year      : 

l/  Parm  value      • 

Retail  value      • 

Actual 

and     1 

of  2.065  Its.      : 

of  28  oz.  pkg.    : 

margin 

month    ; 

of  wheat.          ! 

of  cereal         j 

cents             • 

cents             : 

cents 

1919      \ 

7.4                : 

25.4            : 

18.0 

1920      i 

7.6                i 

30.0             : 

22.4 

1921      ' 

4.0              i 

•  29.8             : 

25.8 

1922      • 

3.6            : 

25.8             : 

22.2 

1923 

3.4               i 

24.5                   ; 

21.1 

1924      ; 

3.8             : 

24.3 

20.5 

1925     : 

5.1            i 

.  ^'^ 

19.7 

1926     : 

4.7                i 

■  25.4              i 

20.7 

1927      i 

4.;3            i 

.  25.5              i 

21.3 

1928   ; 

3.9        ; 

.  25.6             : 

21.7 

1929      : 

3.5                1 

25.5             i 

22.0 

1930         ; 

2.8 

.  25.4              i 

22.6 

1931     ' 

■    1.7              i 

24.1        ; 

22.4 

1932 

1.3            : 

22.5           : 

21.2 

1933     ' 

2.0               i 

23.0 

2i;o 

1934 

2.8                ; 

24.2              i 

21.4 

1935 

3.0                i 

24.4 

21.4 

1935: 

Jan. 

3.1               i 

:               24.2 

21.1 

Pet. 

3.0            ; 

;               24.3 

21.3 

Mar. 

2.9 

:             -24.3 

:         21.4 

Apr. 

3.1 

i                24.5 

21  ;4 

May 

3.0 

:           -24.5 

i         2115 

Jime 

;          2.7 

;                24.7 

;          22.0 

July 

:              2.6 

:              24.7 

;         22.1 

Aaig« 

:             2.8 

1               24.5 

1         21.7 

Sept. 

:            3.0 

1               24.5 

I         21.5 

Oct* 

:            3.3 

1              -24.2 

i         20.9 

Nov. 

i            3.1 

:              24.3 

i         21.2 

Dec. 

3.1 

:              24.2 

:         21.1 

1956; 

Jan. 

!             .  3.2 

•               23.9 

:          20.7 

Pet* 

:            3.2 

;               24.1 

:         20.9 

Max. 

:             3.1 

:               24.0 

:         20.9 

Apr. 

i            .    3.0 

;                24.2 

i          21.2 

May 

2.8 

24.3 

21.5 

Paxm  value 
as  percentage 

of  retail 
value 


percent 

29 
25 

13 
14 
14 
16 
21 

19 
16 
15 
14 
11 

7 

6 

9 
12 
12 


13 

12 

12 

13 

12- 

11 

11 

11 

12 

14 

13 

13 


13 
13 
13 
12 


T/  28  ozs.  of  wheat  cereal  are  ottsdned  from  2.065  Its.  of  whoat. 

No  allowance  is  made  for  the  processing  tax  on  ^eat,  which  was  30^ 
per  "bushel  from  July  9,  1933,  to  Jan.  6,  1936. 


Tatle  21.   -  Rice  —  Parm- to- re  tail  price   sprej 

ids 

45 

Year         ;  1^/  Farm  valiie               | 

Retail  val-ue           ;    Actual            : 

Parm  valiie  as 

and        ! 

of  1.51  Its.               : 

of  1  It.  1            ; 

margin           : 

percentage  of 

month      : 

of  rou£ih  rice               : 

of  rice    •             : 

retail  value 

cents                      I 

cents 

cents          : 

■percent 

1913         i 

3.1                      1 

8.7                  i 

5,6           : 

36 

1914       : 

2.9                       ! 

8.8      •            i 

5.9                 ; 

33 

1915         • 

3.1                      : 

9.1 

6.0          i 

34 

1916         : 

3.0                       J 

9.1     •           i 

:         6.1         j 

33 

1917       : 

3.0              .       i 

10.4     '             ; 

!        '^•^        i 

29 

1918         i 

6.4               .        i 

12.9     •             J 

;           6.5           1 

iO 

1919         i 

6.4                       i 

15.1     •             : 

:         8,7         i 

42 

1920         i 

8.9                        ; 

17.4     *              ' 

'           8.5            ; 

51 

1921         : 

4.0                        1 

9.5                   1 

1         5.5          : 

42 

1922         i 

3.2. 

9.5     •              j 

6.3            ; 

34 

1923         : 

3.1: 

9.5    ■ 

6.4           i 

33 

1924        : 

4.2*             ,         ' 

10.1 

5.9            ! 

42 

1925         i 

4.9-                       ' 

11,1                   ' 

'           6.2 

44 

1926        : 

4.4 

11. § 

7.2      ; 

38 

1927         i 

3.3                        ; 

lb.*?              i 

\       7.4        ; 

31 

1928 

3.0 

;             10.0 

i           7.0 

30 

1929         i 

3.2 

i              9.7  '               i 

I          6.5 

;            33 

1930         ; 

3.1 

I              9.5 

:          6.4 

33 

1531 

2.2 

1              8.2 

!           6.0 

:         27 

1932 

1.6 

6.7 

i          5.1 

24 

1933 

1.9 

i               6.2                    ; 

r        4.3 

31 

1934 

2.6 

:           8.0  .             : 

I           5.4 

I               32 

1935 

2.5 

:            8.3 

:          5.8 

!               30 

1935:            ' 

1                                                                 • 

Jan. 

I              2.6 

:           8.2 

i          5.6 

32 

Pet. 

:             2.6 

1              8.2 

;           5.6 

:             32 

Mar. 

:             2.6 

i              8.2 

i           5.6 

;              32 

Apr. 

:             2.8 

i              8,3 

i           5,5 

34 

May 

:           2.9 

i              8.3 

i           5.4 

3S 

June 

:          3.0 

;              8.3. 

J           5.3 

36 

July 

:           3.0 

:              8.3. 

\          5.3 

36 

Aug. 

i             2.4 

:              8.3. 

:         5.9 

:             29 

Sept, 

t               1.6 

i              8.4 

■           6.8 

19 

Oct. 

:          1.9 

:          8.4 

1           6.5 

23 

Nov. 

:          2.2 

1               8,5 

i      .     5.3 

36 

Dec. 

!             2.4 

j              8.6 

:        6.2 

28 

1936: 

Jan. 

i              2.9 

t              8.7 

!          5.8 

i              33 

Pet. 

:          2.9 

i              8.5 

:        5.6 

:              34 

Mar, 

i              2.9 

:           6.5 

:        5.6 

i              34 

Apr. 

i              2.9 

:           8.5 

:          5.6 

:              34 

May 

'              3.0                        :              8,5                   ;           5.5 

'               35 

l/     Parm  value  tased  upon  Louisiana  farm  price.     One  162-JLt, 

.  tar  re  1  of  rough 

rice  yields  atout  107  po,unds  of  milled  r'ice  as  retailed. 

*    No  allowance  is  made  for  the  processing  tax,   nftiich  was  1^  per  pound  of  rough 

i*ice  from  . 

A.pril  1,   1935,    to  Jan 

.  6,   1936. 

* 

i* 


lit 


fl 


>n 


ill. 


'■  H: 
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Table  22.  -  Beanis,  Navy  —  Parm-to 

-retail  price  spreads 

Tear         ;  l/  l*arm  value               •    Be  tail  value            J 

Actual        1 

Farm  value  as 

and         i 

of  1  lb.  of     .■■;*:     i 

of  X  ITBll   of                1 

margin        : 

percentage  of 

month       i 

dry  "beans              .    ' 

navy  JWdils            i 

retidl  value 

cents                      i 

cents                • 

cents        i 

percent 

1915         ! 

4.3              ':'■    \ 

7.8                  j 

3.5          j 

5S 

1916        : 

6.4            '          i 

11.0  '            i 

4.6           i 

58 

1917        : 

10.9       •  •       : 

17.9    ■        •      -j 

7.0          : 

61               

1918          i 

9.3         •       i 

17.3                    i 

8.0        : 

54 

1919        : 

6.6            •          1 

12.6   *               ; 

6.0        i 

52 

1920          i 

6.1        ;       j 

11.4   •              : 

5.3        : 

54 

*                                                                   t 

1921          i 

4^3         -  '     ■     i 

8.2    •               i 

.;..    3.9           i 

52                 .^ 

1922          : 

5.6                  : 

9.9  •            : 

4.3           1 

57 

1923          : 

6.0            •          1 

11.0  '           i 

5.0           i 

5S 

1924          i 

5.4                      i 

9.9  •           j 

4.5        : 

55 

1925          i 

5.9            •          1 

•                     ■ 

10.2  •   •        j 

4.3           i 

58 

1926 

5.3                       i 

9.3  ■            i 

4.0           i 

57 

1927 

5.1            '          J 

9.3              i 

4.2         : 

55              :'^ 

1928          i 

6.8            '          I 

11.8  .           i 

5.0        : 

58              '■' 

1929          i 

7.9                       i 

14.0  •              i 

6.1        i 

56  : 

1930 

;              5.7          ..    ..  i 

11.5     .           J 

.:  .  .5.8 

50               •' 

.....      p. ....     - 

1931 

1                                                                      •                    1 

:               3.0 

7.8 

4.8 

38                 ^. 

1932 

:               1.9          .         1 

[            5.1  . 

3.2 

37 

1933 

i                 2.5 

5.3  .            : 

2.8 

47  . 

1934 

i                 3.1            . 

5.9    .              I 

2.8 

;  .            53- 

1935 

3.3 

6.0                : 

2.7 

;■   ■     '55:    :'  ■■ 

1935: 

1-  •                 1          •■   ' 

Jan. 

j                  3.5 

6.1    \ 

2.6 

1  '.           57  .          .     .- 

Pe"b. 

:                 3.5 

:             6.0   . 

2.5 

i.           58 

Mar. 

:                 3.6 

!           6.1  . 

2.5 

i  .           59- 

Apr. 

:               3.6 

:  .          6.0 

2.4 

i  .          60- 

May 

i                  3.6 

i            6.1  , 

2.5 

:  .          59" 

JimB 

i                  3.5 

i           6.1  . 

2.6 

:  .         5? 

Jxay 

i                  3.4 

:            6.1   . 

2.7 

:  .         56        .- 

Aug. 

i                  3.3 

:            6.1  . 

2.8 

54 

Sept. 

:              3.1 

!           6.0 

2.9 

i.       sa 

Oct. 

:              2.9 

i            6.0  . 

3.1 

^ 

Nov. 

:              2.7 

i  ■           5.9    ■ 

3.2 

44 

Dec. 

j                  2.4                . 

i              5.8    . 

3.4 

i  .         ^ 

1936: 

§    *  -                                          '          • 

Jan. 

:             2.6 

j               5.7    • 

i         3.1 

i  ♦         41 

Peb. 

i                 2.8 

1                5.6    ' 

i         2.8 

;  '          50 

Mar. 

i    .              2.9   .         *  

f 5.6  .'     .      , 

:         2.7  .  , . 

:'         51 

Apr.. 

:  .          .3.0 

i                5.6 

i         2.6 

54 

May        ]                3:0 

:'            5.7 

2.7 

I              53 

1/     Paim  valoie   is  "based  upon  the  .U.   S.   average  fai 

in  price  of  dry  edi"blt  "beans. 

including" all  iniportarit  varieties.* 

.           ,• 

«   ';     •^,                          .      -     •   . 

:.          ,               ....-..;._.                     .      i 
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Table  23.  - 


Beans  with  pork,  canned  — 
Farm- to- re tail  price  spreads 


Year 
and 
month 


1919 
1920 

1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 

1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 

1930 

1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 

1935: 
Jan. 
Fe'b. 
Mar. 
Apr. 
May 
June 
July 
Aug. 
Sept, 
Oct. 
Nov. 
Dec. 

1936: 
Jan. 
Fe'b. 
Mar. 
Apr. 
May 


1/  Farm  value 
of  .35  l"b.  of 
dry  "beans 


cents 

2.4 
2.1 

1.2 
2.1 
2.1 
1.6 
1.8 

1.4 
1.6 
2.7 
2.9 
1.9 

1.1 
.49 
.66 
•84 
.84 


.9 

.9 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

.9 

.9 

.8 

.8 

.7 

.6 

•6 


•€ 
.7 
.7 
•7 
•0 


Retail  value 
16  02.  Can 
of  baked  "beana 


cents 

14.1 
13.4 

11,6 
10..6 

ia.4 

10.2 
9.9 

9.5 
9.2 

9.2 
9.4 
8.8 

8.2 
7.4 
6.6 
6.8 
7.0 


6.9 

7.0 

.7.0 

7.0 

7.0 

7.0 

7.0 

7.0 

.7.0 

.6.9 

.7.1 

7.1 


7.1 
7.1 
7.0 
7.1 
7.0 


Actual 
margin 


cents 

11.7 
11.3 

10.4 
8.5 
8.3 
8.6 
8.1 

8.1 
7.6 
6.5 
6.5 
6.9 

7.1 
6.9 
5.9 
6.0 
6.2 


6.0 
6.1 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 
6.1 
6.1 
6.2 
6.2 
6.2 
6.5 
6.5 


6.5 

6.4 
6.3 
6.4 
6  ..2 


Farm  value  as 
percentage  of 
retail  value 


percent 

:     17 

•     16 

10 
20 
20 
16 
18 

15 

:     17 

29 
31 
22 

13 
7 
10 
12 
12 


13 
13 
14 
14 
14 
13 
13 

U 
10 


a 
la 
no 
xo 
11 


1/     Parai  value  is  based  upon  the  Michigan  average  farm  price  of  dry  edible 
beans,  representing  principally  the  variety  known  as  pea    "beans. 


I'   I 


If 


# 
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Tatle  24*..-  Oranges  —  parna- to-retail  price  spreads                                1 

-  • . . '. — < ii i_ . 1 

Year      j 

■    1/  E&m  val-ue       j     Retail  value     ;        Actual          j 

yarm  value  as 

and          I 

I)er  doz.     "      ' 

per  doE.    -     '       margin          5 

percentage  of 

month,        I 

1/17  of  l3ox     ■   ; 

retail  value 

'■"■"■  -1 

cents 

cents            :         cents  •       ! 

,   percent 

1919        ; 

16.5 

53.2             1            36.7 

31 

1920         : 

20.2  . 

63.2             j            43.0 

32 

1921 

13.6 

49.6             i            36.0      .. 

27 

1922          i 

20.2- 

1              57.4             1            37.2 

35 

1923          i 

11.2 

:             49.8             I            38.6     . 

22 

1924          J 

12.0. 

;              44.0              i            32.0     . 

27 

1925 

21.6- 

1             56.6             !            34.0     .     ' 

h                                               *                                                        4                                                 ' 

39 

1926 

!                 15.6 

50.7             j            35.1    ] 

31 

1927          ' 

:                 17.5 

!              50.9              1            33.4 

34 

1928          : 

:                28.4 

;              58.0             1            29.6    . 

49 

1929          i 

;             11.7 

;              43.3             !            31.6 

27 

1930 

22.4 

:              57.3              i            34.9 
1                                   * 

39 

1931 

• 

10.2 

\             35.1             :            24.9 

29 

1932 

8.4 

i              31.0              1             22.6 

27 

1933 

6.4 

;           27.4          :         21.0        i 

23 

1934 

!                  10.2 

:              32.8              1            22.6 

31 

1935 

;                    8.7 

f              31.8             ,            23.1 

27 

1935: 

1                                             • 

• 

:                          I 

Jan. 

i                   6.7 

:              29.0              !             22.3 

23 

FelD. 

1                   7*4 

:              30.0             i            22c6 

25 

Mar. 

1                    7.5 

:              28.7             ;            21.2 

1                 26 

Apr. 

1                  10.8 

•              31.8             :            21.0 

i                34 

May 

i                    8.0 

;              33.3             \            25.3 

:              24 

J-iine 

:               7.7 

:              32.2             i            24.5 

i                 24 

jTily 

:              8.7 

:              31.8             i            2C.1 

27 

Atig. 

:               8.2 

:              32.3             {            24cl 

25 

Sept. 

i                  10.6 

:              34.4             5            23 „8 

31 

Oct. 

i                    9.9 

■               33.6              \             23c7 

29 

Nov. 

i                    9.4 

:              33.6             :            24.2 

•28 

Dec. 

j                    9.2 

:             31.2             i            22.0 

29 

1936: 

i                                                « 

Jan. 

•                    8.7 

I              30.2             :            21.5 

!                 29 

Fe"b. 

:               9.4 

:             30.2             i            20.8 

i                 31 

Mar. 

:               9.1 

f              30.5             t            21.4 

i                 30 

Apr. 

:              9.0 

!              29.5             i            20.5 

1                31 

May 

:                 10.4               ?              31.5             ;            21.1 

33 

• 

1/     Florida  and  California  oranges  have  averaged  about  17  doze 

n  per  box  for 

recent  years. 

Table  25.-  Potatoes  -w  Fann-to-retail  price  spreads 


^m9 


Year 

j       Farm  value 

;    Retail  price 

;    Actual 

•  Farm  value  as 

and 

i         of  1  lb. 

i      of  1  lb. 

•    margin 

\  percentage  of 

nionth 

•       of  "Dotatoes 

:    of  DOtatoes 

•  retail  value 

cents 

:            cents 

•      cents 

:        percent 

1913 

1.0 

i          1.7 

:       .7 

:          59 

1914 

1.1 

i          1.8 

i       .7 

:          61 

1915 

:               *^ 

:          -^'^ 

:       .6 

:          60 

1916 

1.8 

i        2:7 

:       .9" 

1            $7 

1917 

:             3.1 

:            4.3 

i      1.2 

:          '''2 

1918 

i             1.9 

:          3.2 

:     1.3 

:          59 

1919 

:             2.4 

i             3.8 

:     1.4 

:          63 

1920 

:             4.1 

:          6.3 

:     2.2 

:           65 

1921 

:             1.7 

i          3.1 

:     1.4 

:          55 

1922 

i             1.6 

:          2.8 

:     1.2 

:          57 

1923 

i             1*4 

•            2.9 

:     1.5 

m 

1924 

:             1.4 

:          2.7   • 

i     1.3 

:          S2 

1925 

1.9 

■                               > 

:          3.6 

i     1.7 

1                               « 

:          S3 

1926 

:              3.1 

1            4.9 

;    1.8 

i          63 

1927 

i                2.2 

:          3.8   * 

:     1.6 

58 

1928 

1.4 

:         2.7   • 

:     1.3 

:        m 

1929 

:               1.6 

:          3.2    • 

:     1.6 

m 

1930 

i             2.1 

i            3.6 

:     1.5 

i        m 

1931 

1.2 

2.3 

1.1 

m 

1932 

.7 

i         1.7  • 

:     1.0       * 

41 

1933 

1.1 

:          2.3    • 

:     1.2 

m 

1934 

1.1 

2.3 

;   1.2 

m 

1935 

•  8 

1.9     • 

.   1.1    ] 

42 

1935: 

Jan. 

.77 

1.8 

1.0 

43 

Feb.  : 

.75 

:          1.8              : 

1.0        i 

48 

Mar.  : 

.73 

•             1.7                  i 

1.0        : 

43 

Apr. 

.82              ! 

'     •      1.9                 i 

1.1 

43 

May    : 

.74              i 

2.1              : 

1.4        i 

35 

June ; 

.68 

2.1              : 

1.4        i 

m 

July 

.87 

2.1              : 

1.2        i 

41 

Aug.  i 

.85            : 

1.8              : 

1.0        : 

47 

Sept^ 

.81            i 

1.7              i 

.9        : 

m 

Oct.  i 

.77             i 

1.7              i 

.9        i 

46 

Nov.  • 

1.04             : 

2.2             : 

1.2       : 

47 

Dec.  • 

1.07 

2.3                  ; 

1.2        : 

4'7 

1936:    i 

Jan.  : 

1.10 

2.3                 i 

1.2        : 

48 

Feb.  ; 

1.15             : 

2.3                 : 

1.1 

50 

Mar.  i 

1.21            : 

2.4                  i 

1.2       : 

50 

Apr.  i 

1.35             i 

2.8               : 

1.4       : 

48 

May   : 

1.45        ; 

3.3                  ! 

1.8        : 

44 

50 


)# 


\m 


Table  2$  .-CaVbage  —  Farm- to-retail  price  spreads 


m 


'■   1/  Farm  value 

:  Retail  v&lue 

Actual 

;  Farm  value  as 

Year 

:  of  1  lb.  of 

i  of  1  lb.  of 

margin 

•percentage  of 

:   cabba^sie 

•   cabba^fe 

•  retail  value 

•    cents 

1                   ." 

;    cents 

1               * 

cents 

:   percent. 

1919 

:    1.4  • 

1     5.9  • 

4.5 

:  •   24 

1920 

I    1.1 

j     6.4 

i   ^'^ 

:    ^"^ 

1921 

:    1.5 

\           5.0  • 

1   3.5 

:    30 

1922 

;    .88 

:    4.6  • 

.   3.7 

:    19 

1923 

1.4 

:    5.4  • 

4.0 

•     26 

1924 

:    1.1 

:    5.2 

4.1 

21 

1925 

2.0 

I     5.1  ■ 

3*1 

:    39 

1926 

1.1  •   ' 

:    5.8  • 

:   4.7 

!     19 

1927 

1.6     .: 

!     5.3  ■ 

'   3.7 

:    30 

1928  ; 

1.2       I 

!     5.0  • 

3.8 

•24 

1929  ; 

1.0     i 

5.1 

4.1 

i     20 

1930  : 

1.1     1 

5.5       ; 

4.4 

•     20 

1931  ; 

.56  •    i 

3.8.-    ; 

:   3.2 

:  •   15 

1932  : 

.65      i 

4.0" 

3.4 

:    16 

1933  : 

.92      J 

3.9 

3.0 

:    24 

1934  i 

.46  •   •: 

3.5      : 

3.0 

:    13 

1935  i 

.73     : 

4.0"    : 

9f3 

:•   18 
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Table  27. -Onions  —  Farm-to-retail  price  spreads 


•/t  »< 


1/  Farm  value  is  based  upon  U.  S.  seasonal  'average  farm 
price  per  ton  of  cabbage  for  market. 


il 


n 


;  IJ 

Farm  value  ; 

Retail  value  i 

,  Actual  • 

Farm  value 

Year 

1  of  1  lb.  of  : 

1     oninnn      : 

of  1  lb. 
onions 

of   ; 

;  margin  j 

as  percentage  c 
retail  value 

cents     \ 

• 

;   ce?it§  : 

percent 

1918 

i.«       i 

4.7 

■  •   1 

2.9  : 

38 

1919 

3.0      j 

!     7-4 

;   4.4  : 

41 

1920 

1.5    : 

7.1 

• 

1    5.6   j 

a 

1921 

2.4      j 

\            5.5 

I    3.1   i 

44 

1922 

1.6      J 

r     7.9 

i   6.3  : 

2D 

1923 

2.5      ] 

;•     6.4 

*        3.9   i 

•  39 

1924 

1.6              \ 

j     6.0 

:    4.4   ; 

:    •  27 

1925 

2.0 

7.1 

1   5.1  : 

I      28 

1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 

1.4 

1.5      1 

2.2  i 

1.3  i 
.91 

6.0 
1  6.4 
i.  6.2 
:.     6.8 

\            5.0 

1    4.6   ' 

:   4.9  i 

i    4.0 
;    5.5 

i     23 
i     23 
1     35 

i    19 

!     18 

1931 

1.4      i 

;     4.3 

\         2.9 

:    33 

1932 

.70     ! 

j.     5.2 

5    4.5 

:   .  13 

1933 

1.1      1 

!-     3.6 

:    2.5 

:   .  31 

1934 

1.1    i 

i     4.4 

:    3.3 

:   .  25 

1935 

1.3      1 

1      5.2 

j    3.9 

i     25 

[ 

l/     Farm  value  is  based  upon  tJ.  S.   seasoneil  average 
price  of  onions  per  100  lb.   sack. 


fann 
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Tatle  28. -Prunes  —  Fann-t#-retail  price  spreads 


D 


1/  Farm  value 

1  * 

Retail  value  ', 

Actual  : 

Farm  value 

Year  ' 

of  1  It. 

1 
• 

of  1  11).    i 

margin  : 

as  percentage  of 

, ofjDTunes 

• 

retail  value 

cents 

• 
• 

cents   •  '< 

(?enljjp  : 

percent 

1920 

9.3 

• 
• 
•* 
• 
* 

28.1 

18,8 

•  33 

1921 

6.5 

■ 
• 
• 
• 

19.8 

,   13.3  i 

•  33 

1922 

.  6.8 

• 

20.1   • 

13.3  ! 

•  34 

1923 

6.0 

• 
• 

19.1 

i    13.1  ; 

•  31 

1924 

5.2 

17.5 

,   12.3  ; 

'  30    ' 

1925 

5.5 

• 
• 

17.3 

11^6  : 

>  32 

1926 

5.2 

• 
• 

> 

17.0   . 

:  11.8  ; 

:    .  31   : 

1927 

4.2 

0 

9 

15.3 

:  ii»l  . 

27 

1928 

4.2 

• 
• 

t 

•13.7   . 

:   9.5  i 

31 

1929 

;       6.4   - 

J 

15.4 

:   9.0  1 

42 

1930 

;     5.2 

% 
■ 
• 
• 

16.4 

:  ^^'2  i 

32 

1931 

:     2.8 

• 

} 

• 

•11.8 

:    9.0  ; 

•  24 

1932 

i      2.8 

9.4 

:   6.6  : 

:    *  30 

1933 

3.4 

1 

t 

A 

.  9.6 

:   6^2  : 

•  35 

1934 

;     4.0 

* 

11.4   ' 

\        7.4  1 

:    "35 

1935 

:     3.5 

■ 
• 
• 
• 

11.0 

:   7»5  ' 

;    •  32 

1/  Farm  value  is  "based  upon  average  of  current  and  pre- 
ceding years'  seasonal  prices  paid  California  growers  per  ton 


dried  "basis. 


i 
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TalDle  29.-Haisins  —  Farm-to-retail  price  spreads 


••»    •  -*,  , 


l/  Y^Jtm  value  • 

•  Retail  value  ' 

Actual  • 

Farm,  value 

tear  • 

of  1.08  I'bs.  : 

of  1  lb.   : 

margin  ; 

as  percentage  of 

of  raisins   I 

retail  value 

c6nt-s     J 

cpnts    : 

cents  j 

percent 

1920  j 

'12.0      : 

28.6 

.  16.6  i 

A2 

1921  : 

•  11.4    : 

29.8    : 

;.  18.4 

» 

;38 

.1922  ; 

;    .  8.:o    : 

23.0    ; 

15.0 

35 

1923  : 

;   '^.o    i 

17.6    ; 

.  13.6 

.23 

1924 

:   '  3-1    1 

15.4     ; 

.  12.3 

;30 

1925 

:   *  ^*P          I 

14.5 

-  .10.5 

.28 

1926 

\         4;o        i 

14.7    ' 

*                      4 

.  10.7  « 

.27 

1927 

:      3.5     ; 

14.2 

:   10.7 

1     25 

1928 

:     2.7    : 

13.2 

:  .  10.5 

:    .20 

1929 

1      2.7 

11.8 

:  .  .  9.1 

:    .23 

1930 

i   *  3.2    i 

11.9 

:  .  8.7 

:    -^ 

1931 

!      3.2      { 

11.3 

i  ]     8.1 

:    28 

1932 

:     2.7    J 

11.1 

:    8.4 

24 

1933 

:     2.6    1 

9.3 

:  .  6.7 

;     28 

1934 

i    •   3.3       ; 

9.6 

i  .   6.3 

34 

1935 

:   -  2.9    i 

9.8 

.   6.9 

{     30 

4           *> 

I     l/  Farm  value  is  "based  \apon   average  of  current  and  pre- 
ceding years^  fe^asonal  prices  paid  Calif oi^ia  growers  per  ton 
dried  "basic.  •  0n«  pound  of  raisins  as  retailed  is  o"btained 
from  1.08  Ibfi*  as  sold  "by  the  grower.      . 
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Table  30.-  Beet   sugar  —  Fann-to-retail  price  spreads 


III 


i 


Sugar  beets  equivalent  : 

2/  Retail  value   : 

Actual  : 

Fara  value  as 

Year  ' 

l/  of  1  lb.  sugar      i 

of  1  lb.    i 
sugar     j 

margin  \ 

percentage  of 

Pounds  : 

Farm  value 

retail  value 

cents  I 

cents    i 

cents     ; 

cents  : 

Dercent 

1913 

7.9   i 

2.3 

5.5      i 

3.2   ! 

42 

1914 

8^- ; 

r      2.3 

.  .    6.0 i 

3.7   ; 

38 

191.5  . 

7.1        i 

2.1  :    1 

6.4      i 

•  4.-3 

33 

1916  i 

7.6  .; 

2..1.  ...   ; 

.  .-7.6    .  i 

5.5-  : 

28 

1917  ' 

7,6   . 

2.3     i 

9.4      : 

7.1   : 

24 

1918  : 

7.8 

2.9   .  i 

9.7      i 

'  6.8   i 

30 

1919 

7.8 

3.9   ':  i 

11.7      i 

'  7,8     ; 

33 

1920 

8.8 

5.2     :•   i 

19.5 

;  14.3 

27 

1921 

7.8 

4.6 

1   » '           < 
I   ,    8.3 

:  .3.8 

54 

1922 

7.7 

•2.4 

:   .    7.6 

!  5.2 

:    .32; 

1923 

7.7 

•3.0 

;  '   10.4 

:  .7.4 

:  ■   29 

1924 

8.0 

•3.6 

:   -   9.4 

i  .5.8 

:    38- 

1925 

6.9 

.2,7 

1       .  k 

:      7.6 

j  4.9 

:    36 

1926 

'    8.1 

:    -2  ♦6 

:  •    7.2 

1  4.6 

;       36 

1927 

8.1 

:  .  -3.1 

;      7,7 

;  4.6 

40 

1928 

7.1 

i  ;   -2.7   . 

;   •     7.4  : 

:  .4.7 

:    35 

1929 

6.7 

:   "2.4 

i   •     6.9 

:  .4.5 

:    35 

1930 

7.3 

:    2.6 

1        .  t 

i        6.5 

:  3.9 

i    40 

1931 

:    7.7 

\          '^.7 

:   *     6.0 

:  .3.3 

:    45 

1932 

:    7.0 

'          '2.1 

:  •    5.4 

i  *3,3 

39 

1933 

:   6.7 

'          -1.8 

:  •    5.6 

:  3.8 

32 

1934 

:   6.7 

:    -1.7  ; 

:  •    5.8 

i  '4.1 

:    29 

1935 

: 6*5 

: 1.7.  . 

:   6.0 

:  4.3 

:    28 
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Table  31.-  Cane   sugar  —  Farm-to-retail  price   spreads 


1/  Farm  value  and  physical  equivalent  are  based  upon  farm  price  and 
sugar  yield  per  ton  of  beets  for  the  previous  season.     The  first  column 
shows  the  number  of  pounds  of  beets  from  which  one  pound  of  refined  sugar 
was  obtained. 

2/  Retail  value  is  based  upon  average  retail  price  of  granulated 
sugar  in  Central  and  Mid-Western  cities. 

No  allowance  is  made  for  the  processing  tax  per  pound  of  raw  sugar 
vrtiich  was  0.5^  from  June  8,    1934,   to  Jan.   6,   1936. 


Sugar  cane 

equivalent  . 

Retail  value  j 

Actual  i 

Farm  value  as 

Year  : 

1/  of  1  : 

Lb.  sugar    : 

of  1  lb.    : 
'  sugar     : 

margin  • 

percentage  of 

Pounds   i 

Farm  value  ; 

retail  value 

cents   ; 

cents    : 

cents     : 

cents  • 

percent 

1925  : 

15.0 

4.2    i 

7.2 

3.0   i 

58 

1926  ; 

20.4   i 

.  4.1    j 

6.9     : 

•2.8   i 

59 

1927  ; 

19.6   : 

.  4.8 

7.3      i 

2.5  ; 

66 

1928 

14.6   i 

3.4 

7.1      ! 

i   3.7  ' 

48 

1929 

15.1   ; 

.   2.9 

6.6 

;   3.7 

44 

1930 

15.7 

1     3.0 

:  .   6.2 

;   3.2 

48 

1931 

'    15.0 

I   ,  2.5 

:    5.7 

:   3.2 

44 

1932 

15.1 

:   .   2.5 

:  .   5.1 

i   2.6 

49 

1933 

:   13.7 

:     2.1 

:    5.4 

i   3.3 

m 

1934 

:   13.5 

;   .   2.2 

i  .    5.6 

i   3.4 

m 

1935 

:   13.8 

:   .   1.8 

i  .    5.7 

•   3.9 

:    32 

l/  Farm  value  and  physical  equivalent  are  based  upon  farm  price 
and  sugar  yield  per  ton  of  Louisiana  sugar  cane  for  preceding  season. 
The  first  column  shows  the  number  of  pounds  of  cane  from  idiich  one 
pound  of  refined  sugar  was  obtained. 

No  allowance  is  made  for  the  processing  tax  per  pound  of  raw  sugar, 
which  was  0.5^  from  June  8,   1934,   to  Jan.   6,   1936. 
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Table  32.-  Corn,   canned  —  Farm-to-retail  price  spreads 
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Table  33.-  Peas,    canned  ~  Faim- to-retail  price  'spreads 


1/  Fam  value   : 

Retail  value  \ 

Actual  ; 

Farm  value  as 

Year  • 

of  3.2  lbs.  of  : 
sweet  com    : 

of  No.  2  can  \ 

margin  j 

percentage  of 
retail  value 

c,ent,§ 

cent  s    : 

cents  : 

percent 

1919  : 

2.9      i 

19.2    : 

16.3  : 

IB 

1920  i 

3.0     i 

18.5    i 

15.^  i 

16 

1921  i 

2.6      i 

16.3    : 

13.7  i 

X6 

1932  i 

2.0    : 

15.5    i 

13.5  : 

19 

1923  : 

1.9    : 

15.4     ; 

13.5  : 

li 

1924 

2.1    : 

16.0    : 

13.9  ; 

II 

1925 

2.3    : 

,     17.8 

15.5  ; 

li 

1926 

:      2.3 

:  .    16.5 

14.2 

14 

1927 

:      2.0 

•  .    15.7 

:   13.7 

IS 

1928 

:     •  2.0 

■      15.9 

:   13.9 

II 

1929 

:      2.1: 

1     15.8 

i   13.7 

ii 

1930 

i      2.1 

i  ,    15.3 

:   13.2 

14 

1931 

i      1.9 

i  .    13.4 

:   11.5 

:  •    14 

1932 

:      1.5 

: .    10.7 

:   9.2 

14 

1933 

:      1.2 

:.    10.2 

:   9.0 

:      12 

1934 

:      1.3 

:    11.5 

:   10.2 

u 

1935 

:      1.4 

:    12 . 6 

:   11.2 

II 

l/  Farm  value  is  'based  upon  an  average  of  the  current  and 
preceding  years*    seasonal  average  prices  paid  growers  per  toft 
of  sweet  com  for  manufacture. 


l/  Farm  value 

Retail  value  j 

Actual  i 

Farm  value  as 

Year  ; 

of  .877  lbs.  of   : 

of  No.  2  can  : 

margin  • 

percentage  of 

peas  for  canning  ; 

*            1 

retail  value 

cents      : 

J 

cents    : 

cents  ' 

Dercent 

1919  : 

2.7        i 

19.1    : 

16.4  : 

14 

1920  : 

2.8  '      i 

19.1    i 

16.3  : 

15 

1921 : 

2.7        j 

17.8     i 

15.1  : 

15 

1922 

2.5  •     : 

17.6       ; 

15.1'  ; 

14 

1923 

2.6   *      i 

17.6     : 

15.0'  ; 

15 

1924 

2.6        i 

18.1    i 

15.5   ; 

14 

1925 

2.6        : 

18.4 

• 

15.8  : 

14 

1926 

2.6        i 

17.5 

:   14.9 

15 

1927 

;       2.5  • 

i    16.8 

;   14.3 

:    15 

1928 

:       2.5 

;     16.8 

:   14.3 

15 

1929 

:      2.5  • 

;     16.7 

1   14.2 

i    15 

1930 

1       2.5 

;     16.2 

i   l^*"^! 

:    ^^ 

1931 

:      2.5 

1     14.2 

i   11.7 

:    18 

1932 

:      2.2 

:    12.9 

:   10.7* 

i    17 

1933 

\                 1.9   ' 

:     13.0 

i   11.1" 

:    15 

1934 

i       2.0  ' 

:    16.6 

•   14.6 

:    12 

1935 

:       2.2 

•     17.1 

•   14.9" 

13 

1/  Farm  value  is  based  upon  an  average  of  the  current  and 
preceding  years'    seasonal  average  prices  paid  growers  per  ton  of 
shelled  green  peas  for  manufacture. 


i 
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Table  34.-Tomatoes.  canned  -  Farm-to-retail  price  spreads 


I 


Year 


1919 
1920 

1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 

1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 

1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 


I 


;  1/  Farm  value 
of  2.3  lbs. 
of  tOmatr>f»<^ 


cents 

2.3 
2.2 

1.8 
1.4 
1.5 
1.7 
1.8 

1.7 
1.7 
1.6 
1.7 
1.7 

1.5 
1.3 
1.2 
1.4 
1.4 


Retail  value 
of  No.  2  can 

nf    tr>Tnat,npf^ 


cents 

16.2 
14.8 

12.1 
13.4 
12.9 
13.2 
13.6 

12.1 
12.0 
11.7 
13.0 
12.3 

10.3 

9.3 

9.1 

10.4 

10.0 


Actual 
margin 


13.9 
12.6 

10.3 
12.0 
11.4 
11.5 
11.8 

10.4 
10.3 
10.1 
11.3 
10.6 

8.8 

8.0 
7.9 
9.0 
8.6 


Farm  value  aa 

percentage  of 
retail  vftlnp. 


percent 

14 
15 

15 
10 
12 
13 
13 

14 
14 
14 
13 
14 

16 
14 
13 
13 
14 


^^J^A-'^^^  ^^"^"f®  ^^  ^^^®^  '^P^'^  ^  average  of  the  current  and 
of  tn^f^  ^^f  seasonal  average  prices  paid  growers  per  ton 
of  tomatoes  for  manufacture. 
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Table  35.-  Apples  —  Farm -to -re tail  price  spreads 


Year 
and 
.^?P.tK... 

1934 

:  Farm  "value " 

:  of  1  pound 

!  of  apples 

!    cents 

5 

1      2.0 

•  •  *  • 
• 
* 

t. 
t 

• 
t 

f 

•  •  •  • 

« 
f 

• 
• 

"  'Re  ta  i  i'  'value ' 
of  1  pound 
of  apples 
cents 

6.2- 

•  a  ■  ■ 
• 
• 

• 

t 

» 
■  • 

» 

♦ 
A 

Actual*  *  *  i "  'Farm  'vaiue  'as 

margin  r  percentage  of 

..l....£??'.^?-A  "'^lu® 

cents   : 'pe'rcent 

4.2    .;        32 

• 

(Feb.-Dec.avg.) 
1935 

'       • 

1.9 

S 

i 

» 

5.8 

# 

% 
• 

• 

3.9 

s 

'   33 

19351 

* 

« 

• 

9 

• 

Jan, 
Feb. 
Mar. 

* 

2,1 
2.2 

2.2 

6.1 
6.0 
5.7 

: 

• 

• 
*• 

: 

4.0 
3.8 
3.5 

34 
37 
39 

Apr. 
May    J 
June   ; 

July   1 
Aug.   : 
Sept .  ! 

* 

2.3 

2.4 
2.4 

2.0 
1.6 
1.4 

6.1 
6.7 
7.8 

6.4 
5.2 
4,7 

• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

> 

• 

• 
• 

•> 

3.8 
4.3 

5.4 

1 
4.4  -   ! 
3.6 
3.3  '  ; 

\                    38 

!         36 

\                     31 

\ 

\                    31 

;       31 

30 

Oct.   ! 
Nov.   1 
Dec.   : 
s 
1936;    J 
Jan.   : 
Feb.   : 
Mar.   ! 

• 

1.3 
1.4 
1.6 

•* 

4.5 
4,7 
5.2 

• 

\ 

• 
• 

3.2  \ 

3.3  ! 
3.6    ! 

•   -29 

\                    30 
\                    31 

. 

1.7 

1.8 
1.8 

I 

• 

5.4 
5.3 
,5.4 

": 

': 

• 

1    4 

3.7    i 

3.5  J 

3.6  J 

31 

!      •   34  ■ 
;   33 

Apr.    ! 
May    : 

< 

1.8 
1.9 

• 

• 
f 

.: 

• 
» .  •  •  • 

'5.5 
5.6 

• 
1 

• 
•,  •  •  • 

3.7    \ 

3.7    : 

33 
34 

I 


l\ 


II : 
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Table  36.-  Lemons  —  Farm -^lo-t'e tail  price  spreads 


Year 
and 

month " 


»•••«■< 


1934 

(Feb.-Dec.avg.) 
1935 

1935: 

Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar. 

Apr. 

June 

July 
Aug. 
Sept. 

Oct. 
Nov. 
Dec. 

1936: 

Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar. 

Apr. 
May 


l/   Farm  value  ". 
of  1/27  box 
of-  lemons 
:cents 

:  Retail  value 
:   of  1  dozen 

: ?-.®J??Ji?.... 

: cents 

i 

• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

• 
» 

Actual*** 
margin 

'"cents'"; 

i    *j^rm 'value 'as 
:  percentage  of 
!   retail  value 
I           percent 

.  9.4 

I             29.0 

• 

t 

• 

t 

I 

S 
i 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 

* 
• 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

.1 

19.6 

i                32 

•        • 

.  8.6 

8 

:      27.3 

18.7   ! 

» 
!       32 

.  6.9  * 
.  3.6 
.  3.4 

'  5.4» 
:  3.1 
:  4.4. 

• 

:      26.8 
I              24.5 
:      22.6 
I  • 

:     22.1 
:     22.1 

!      22.4 

i 

19.9   : 
20.9   I 
19.2   ! 

16.7   1 
19.0   J 
18.0   : 

t                26 
:      15 
:      15 

r      24 

14 

:      20 

;15.2  ■ 
:13,0 
:  7.2 

:     31.1 

:     33.1 

:      30.2 

• 

15.9   i 
20.1   : 
23.0   : 

:   .    49 

:       39 

24 

:12.2 

12.2 

.16.1 

I             29.4 
S      31.4 
I              32.4 

1 

• 

* 
* 

t 
.t 

* 

« 

» 

. : 

17.2  : 
19  ;2   : 

16.3  : 

41 
39 
50 

• 

.10.0 
9.6 
.11.7  . 

t      32.1 
!      28.9 
t             28.8 

22.1   i 
19.3   : 
17.1   ; 

31 
33 
41 

9.6      ••! 
17.0       ; 

i              28.4 
i             31.3 

I 

t 

• 
• 

• 
• 

18.8   : 

14.3   : 

■ 
• 

34 

54 

1/  Farm  value  based  upon  California  farm  price  per  box,  as8umin«  27 
dozen  per  box  as  a  normal  size.  aoouming  ^r 


ex 


Table  37,-  Lamb  products  —  Farm rto -retail  price  spreads 


rAas««»«*««i 


Year 

and 

month 


1/   Farm  value 
of  2.16  lbs.  of 
live  lamb 


1934 

(Feb.-Dec.avg.) 
1935 

1935: 


)■•■••■•  I 


cents 


12.5 


14.8 


2/  Average  retail 
price  of  1  lb.  of 
principal  lamb 

cuts 

cents 

23.8    .  • 


26.4 


Jan.   : 

•13.4 

Feb.   : 

14.4 

Mar.   J 

•14,4 

Apr.   1 

14.2 

May    ; 

14.2 

June   1 

;      14,1 

July 

;     -13,5 

Aug. 

!      14.0 

Sept. 

1     '15.6 

Oct, 

:      15.9 

Nov. 

:      16.3 

Dec. 

:     17.6 

1936: 


Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar. 

Apr, 

May 


•17.8 
17.9 
17.5 

18.3 
18.6 


» 


25.7 
26.8 
26.8 

26.3 
26,2 
26.7 

26.2 
25.6 
26.9 

26.5 
26.1 
27.0 


Actual 
margin 


>•«••*•• 


cents 


11,3 


11,6 


t 
t 

» 


Farm  value  as 

percentage  of 

retail  value 

percent 
56 


12,3 
12,4 
12,4 

12,1 
12.0 
12,6 

12,7 
11,6 
11,3 


27,4 
26,7 
2.6,2 

26'.  9 
28*.8 


10.6 

9.8 

9.4 

• 

9.6 

8.8 

8.7 

8.6 

10.2 

52 
54 
54 

54 
54 
S3 

• 

52 
55 
58 

66 
€2 
65 


65 
67 
67 

68 
65 


See  discussion  of  lamb  products  :"'.  section  on  Equivalents,  pp.  22-23. 

1/  100  lbs.  of  good  grade  live  lamb  yields  46.3  lbs,  of  principal  lamb  cuts, 
making  2,16  lbs,  live  lamb  per  pound  of  retail  cuts. 

2/  Average  retail  price  per  pound  is  obtained  by  weighting  the  price  of  each 
cut  by  weights  proportional  to  amounts  of  these  cuts  obtained  per  100  lbs.  of 
good  grade  leimb.  These  retail  prices  probably  represent  better  grade  meats, 
£Lnd  are  not  strictly  comparable  with  the  farm  price  of  lambs  which  includes  some 
low  grade  animals . 


Il  '. 
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Table  38.-  Sweet  potatoes  —  Farm-to -retail  price  spreads 


Year 
and 
month 

:         Farm'  va  lue . "  V  * 

:     of  1  pound  of  : 

:   sweet  potatoes   ; 
•  ••«••■.•*«■••>••••••  •^••««« 

:         .    cents           : 

•                                        • 

Retail  price"*.': 

of  1  pound  of     ,  : 

^  sweeV^potatoes  '.  ) 

'cents i 

:     Actual' " 
margin 

gent's'** 

:   Farm  value  as 
:  percentage  of 
:^  retail^  value 
:         perc'e'nt 

1934 

:         ;    1.5 

« 

5.0            :: 

3.5  ■ 

»            '30 

(Feb,-Dec.avg) 
1935 

!             1,3 

: 

: 

4.4               : 

3.1 

* 

\ 

:           30 

1935:            s 

! 

• 

• 

J          .       . 

Jan, 
Feb,        ! 
Mar,         J 

! 

t              1.3 
!           •    1.4 

!              1.4 
1 

4.8  •:* 

4.8             : 

4.9  •: 
* . 

3,5 
3,4 

3.5 

• 

:             27 
:             29 
\             29 

Apr,       : 
May          ; 
June        J 

1.4 

1.5 

•    1.5 

• 

4.9             •: 

5.0  •; 

5.1  •: 

3.5          1 
3,5 
3.6.         1 

;          '29 

{            ^30 
\            "29 

July       : 
Aug,       : 
Sept ,     : 

1.5 

•    1.5 

1.3 

• 

5.2               •: 

4.6  '; 

5.7  'j 

3,7           ! 
3.1    •      J 

2.4          1 

!              29 
\              33   ' 
36 

Oct,       ; 

Nov,     : 

Dec,       : 
• 

1.1 
1.1 

1-1 

2.9             •: 

3,0                -I 

3.4             ': 

1.8  i 

1.9  : 
2.3         : 

•3e 

37        • 

3fi 

1936;            : 

• 

; 

• 

i 

Jan,       : 
Feb.        : 

Ifer,       : 

1.2 
'   1.3 

;  1,3 

I 

3,6               : 

3.7                   J 
3.7                   : 

3 

2.4        : 
2.4          I 
2.4         : 

33 
96 

Apr,       : 

lifey         : 

: 

1.4 
1.5 

>••■••*• 

« 

4,0                   J 

4,5                   t 

• 
• 

8.6         i 

3.0          ! 

• 

96 

m 
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Table  39.-  Rye  bread  —  Farm-to-retail  price  spreads 


Year       •    : 

and           : 

month         : 

"  *  r/ '  *Fam  *  *v  ai'ue  * "  :" 

of  ..39  lb.   rye   : 
and  .,64  lb.   wheat: 

Retail  value    .; 

of  1  'pound  of     : 

.  ^  ^  rye  ^  bread ", 

.  Actual    : 

margin   : 

Farm  value  as 

percentage  of 

retail  value 

cents       *  -•':    - 

cents  .  .        : 

,     cents   : 

percent 

1934    ■       : 

.    1.3      .      : 

8.7                  ! 

7.4     : 

15 

(Feb.-Dec.aVf^, )  : 
1935    .        : 

1.3                 5 

• 

9.0                  ! 

.        7.7      1 

14 

1935:               i 

!               : 

Jan.            ! 
Feb.    '        ! 
Mar.            I 

:   1.5         \ 

1.4         •     : 
1.4             : 

8.9                  ! 
8.7                   1 

8.9                   I 

1       7.4     : 
{       7i3     : 

\       7.5     : 

17 

16 
16 

Apr.    ;        s 
May     ,         ! 
June           ; 

1.4             : 

I             1.4             : 
!        ;     1.2             : 

1                                                   '           • 

8.9                  I 
9.0                  I 
8.9                  ! 

!        7.5      \ 
I        7.6      J 
!       7.7     : 

16 
16 
13 

July           ! 
Aug.  '        ": 
Sept.. 

1.1                  8 

!                   1.1           '        J 

!             1.2       •      : 

8.9 
'9.0 
9.0 

:       7^8     : 

:        7:.9      : 
s       7.8     : 

\             12 

12 

:  .          13 

Oct.            1 

Nov.  . 
Dec. 

* 

1                                                               • 

!        ,      1.3              : 
\              1.2        '       : 
!        .       1.2               I 

• 

9.0 
9.1 
9.2 

:.     7.7 

:       ?.9     : 
:       8.0 

14 

13 

:             13 

1936: 

Jan. 
Feb.  . 
Mar. 

1                                : 

:             1.3             : 

;             1.3       '       : 
:              1.3              : 

9.2 
9.1 
9.1 

s 

I       7.9 

:       7.8 
1        7.8 

:             14 
:             14 
:            14 

Apr. 

May 

:      .       1.2             s 
:             1.2      '       : 

9.0 
8.9 

3 

:      7.8 

I        7.7 

• 

• 

:             13 
:             13 

1/     One  pound  of  rye  bread  requires  amounts  of  white  and  rye  flour  ob- 
tained from  .64  lb.   of  wheat   and  .39  lb.   of  rye,  according  to  a  standard 
formula. 

No  allowance  is  made  for  processing  tax  per  bushel  of  v/heat,  which  was 
30  cents  since  July  9,   1933,   or  per  busliel  of  rye,  which  was  30  cents  from 
September  1,   1935  to  January  6,   1936. 


o4 
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Table  40.-  Whole  wheat  bread  —  Farm- to-retail  price  spreads 


Year" 

and 
month 

:   i/"  FaTBi'varue'*" 
:     of  .,92  pound 
:         of  v^eat 
:          -cents 

:        ':6etali  value 

:         of  1:  pound  of 
:     whole  wheat  bp^ead 
:                cent  s 

:  Actiiir" 
:  margin  : 

:  '  ceni's"". 

.   Fai'm  value  as 
percentage  of 
'     retail  value 
!         percent 

1934            ! 

5             1.2 

!                 :  8.8           ,      ; 

:       7.^     : 

X4 

(Feb.-Dec.avg, ) 
1935            ; 

5.           1.3 

:                  :9,1           .       ; 

i        7.8      i 

!             14 

1935: 

• 

Jan,     .       1 
Feb,            1 
Mar,            ! 

;         :i.4          : 
;         .1.3 

t              1.3              ; 

I                  :  9.0                   J 
:                 9.0                : 
t                  r9.0                   I 

!       7.6     : 
7.7     : 
7.;7       : 

16 
14 
14 

Apr,            ! 
May       .       1 
June            j 

!            .1.4 
!.             1.3 

;         .  1.2           i 

I                  .9.0                   J 

:               -9.1          .      ! 
I                 , 9.0                  ! 

!       7.6      : 
7.6     J 
7.8     : 

16 
14 
13 

July     .       J 
Aug,     .       i 
Sept.   . 

\             :  1.2 
1.          -1.2 
!.            1.3 

:                -9.0           .      i 
:                :  9.0                1 
:                 9.2               : 

1       7.8     : 

7.8  : 

7.9  : 

13 

13 
14 

Oct.            ! 
Nov.            ! 
Dec.     .       ! 

;.         .  1.5 
I,             1.4 

!.            1.4             J, 

:                 9.4         .      : 
:                .9.5                1 
:                  9.5          ,      1 

t       7,9     : 
8.1     : 

8.1     : 

16 
15 
15 

1936:         •      ! 

i                                 *                                                * 

V             • 

• 

Jan.     '       ! 
Feb.     ;       ! 

Mar.            ! 

!.               1.4 
!               1.4 

.1.4          .  : 

:                   9.5          .       : 
:                   9.4                 ! 
:                   9.3                 1 

8.1      ! 

:       8.0     ; 
i       7.9     : 

15 

!              15 

!      '            15 

Apr.            I 

May             J 

5             .  1.3 

!              1.3 

!                   9.2                 ' 
:                ,9.3                 I 

:       7.9     J 

{       8.p     J 

14 
!               14 

1/     One  pound  of  whole  wheat  bread  requires  an  anount  of  whole  wheat 
flour  obtained  from  .92  lb.   of  wheat. 

No  allowance   is  made  for  the   processing  tax  per  bushel  of  wheat,   which 
was  30  cents  from  July  9,  1933  to  Jan.    6,   1936. 
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T&blo  41.-  Macaroni  —  Farm -to-retail  price  spreads 


•.■•*•■•••■•■•• 

■    ■■    - 

. 

Year     ! 

;""1/' 

Farm  value 

• 
• 

'  Ret£il'  value  =' 

!     Actual     ! 

1  Farm  value  as 

and       i 

i       of 

•  1.72  lbs. 

• 

of 

1  pound 

:     margin     , 

:  percentage  of 

month     ! 

:...??.. 

durum  wheat 
'"cents 

• 
•  •  •  • 

..P,t 

macaroni- 
'"cents ! 

i       cents"*; 

:   retail  value 

:         percent 

1929        1 

2.7 

19.7             ! 

I       17.0    •    ! 

X4 

1930       1 

1.9 

1 

19,3             ; 

* 

;       17.4    ■    ; 

:             XO 

1931        I 

1         ■ 

1.3 

16.9             ; 

>  1 
I        15.6        1 

\               B 

1932        J 

.    1.0    : 

15.3             \ 

5        14.3        ! 

i                7 

1933        ! 

•    1.2 

15.0          :    ! 

\        13.8    ■    ! 

8 

1934        : 

.    2.5 

' 

15,7          •    ; 

t       13.2       : 

16 

1935        ; 

2.4 

15.6              ! 

{        13.2        ! 

i              15: 

1 

• 

; 

!                         3 

j 

1935:          : 

I 
I 

Jan,       ; 

3.1 

15.8              i 

t        12.7        ! 

!             20 

Feb. 

; 

2.9    • 

15.7              3 

i        12.8        ! 

18 

Mar.       ; 

» 

•  2.8 

• 

15.7              J 
1 

;  12.9  ! 
i                  ; 

;           X8 

Apr,       ! 

2.9 

15.8              J 

1        12,9        1 

18 

yia^y         ! 

2.7 

15.7              J 

5        13.0        ; 

:            17 

June       I 

«( 

2.1 

15.7              \ 

i       13.6        I 

t                13: 

July       s 

•  1.9 

15.6          .    1 

k                                                       t 

!        13.7    .    ! 

Xi 

Aug,       ; 

2.1 

15,6              J 

I        13.5        ! 

t             X3 

Sept .     ; 

2.0 

15.6          ;    \ 

I        13.6 

xs 

[ 

! 

i                       \ 

i 

Oct.        ! 

•   2.3 

15.4              ! 

I       13.1       : 

m 

Nov.        ! 

2.2 

15.5          .    s 

t        13.3        1 

X4 

Dec.        1 

2.3 

15.4              J 

t        13.1        I 

X5 

1936:          ! 

i                       i 

\ 

3 

Jan.       ! 

2.4 

15.3               ! 

i       12.9       : 

X6 

Feb.        ! 

2.5 

15.0              J 

!       12 .5       ; 

19 

Mar.       I 
1 

2.4 

• 
• 

14.8              J 

1       12.4       ! 

U 

4 

Apr.        ! 

2.2 

14,8              J 

i       12.6        : 

i             XS 

May          i 

2.0 

t 

14.7              J 

I       12.7        ! 

X4 

•  •'•_••/•••••••• 

l/"  One  pouiid  of  macaroni  is  processeii  froml 
No  allow&nce  is  made  for  the  processing  tax 
bushel  from  July  9i  1933,  to  January  6,  1936. 


,72  pounds  of  durum  wheat, 
on  wheat  which  was  30^  per 


/, 


oq 


Table  42.-  Soda  crackers  —  Farm- to-retail  price  spreads 


Year 
and 

1         i/  Farmvaiue""''i 
:         of  1.085  lbs.          ! 

: of^wheat              ; 

:                  cents 

1         Ret dii  'Value' 

:           of  1  lb.   of         1 
[^^^^ soda  crackers         i 
:      cents 

!  Actual  ' 
;  margin 

■••••••■■•••a 

:     cents 

:  Fsim  value  as' 
:  percentage  of 
:^^^ retail  value 
: per  Vent""'" 

1935 

5                 -1.6              •      I 

1                  17.2   '              i 

i    ,    15.6  . 

9 

1935: 

•                                                    I 

i                          •             ; 

>    • 

2an. 

ieb.        ; 
Mar. 

!                 ••   1.6^            '      i 
:                •  1.6-            -      J 
:               -1.5                  : 

t 

*                                                       • 

16.5                  i 
\          '       16.6    '              J 
1                  16.6    •              J 

'  ••   14.9 
15.0 
15.1    ; 

:    •        10 

:             10 

9 

Apr.        ! 
May 
June       : 

:               '  1.6-           •     : 
:                  1.6-                 J 
:                  1.4     '             J 

:                •1.4             '     J 
I                  1.5             •     : 
:                  1.6             '     : 

16.6    •              J 

1           •       16.7    •              J 

16.8                 : 

•   15.0   : 
1       15.1   J 
.    •  15.4   J 

10 

:             10 

$ 

July 
Aug.        ; 
Sept. 

17.2    •             : 
17.5    '■              S 
17.8     •                ! 

15.8    ! 

.       16.0   1 

16.2    ! 

8 
9 
9 

* 

Oct.        : 

Nov.        : 
Dec.        ; 

:                  1.7                   J 
:                  1.6             -J 
:                   1.6                    ! 

•       18.2                   i 
18.1                 : 
18.0                 ; 

.    •  16.5    : 
•  16.5   ; 
16.4 

9 

•  t 

9 

1936:          ! 

•              , 

• 

Jan.        ! 
Feb.        ; 
Mar.        ! 

1.7                     J 

•  1.7                      ! 

•  1.6-                : 

1                              *                          '                         i 

17.9                   i 
17.9    ■              J 
18.1                   J 

t       16.2    ! 

,       16.2    : 

16.5   ; 

9 
9 
9 

Apr.        ; 
May         : 

I                  -'  1.6                •      ! 

1.5               ■      ! 

18.1                   s 
18.0    •             : 

!       16.5 
•  16.5   . 

1 

9 

9 

1/    One  pound  of  soda  crackers  requires  an  amount  of  white  flour  ob- 
tained from  1.085  lbs.   of  wheat. 

No  allowance   is  made  for  the  processing  tax  on  wheat,  which  was  30  cents 
per  bushel  from  July  9,*  1933  to  Jan.  *6,  1936.  ■      .  ' 
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Table  43.-  Hominy  grits  —  Farm-to-retail  price  spreads 


Year 

and         : 
month       : 

1/  Farm  value 

of  2.95!  lbs. 

of  corn 

•  •  •  • 
• 

• 
• 

• 
• 

Retail,  value            : 

of  24-02.   pkg,          : 

of  hominy  grits         : 

Actual*": 
margin   : 

'  Fa m" value  as' 

percentage  of 

retail  value 

cents 

: 

c  e  n  t  s : 

cents    : 

percent 

1935         : 

4.1 

• 

10.1                   : 

6.0.     : 

41 

1935:            : 

•                          • 

,                                                                            • 

Jan.         : 
Feb.          : 
Mar.          : 

■ 

4.5" 

4.5 

4.4 

• 

: 

10.6                    : 
10.5                    : 
10,3                .    : 

6.1     : 
6.0     : 
5.9     : 

42 

43 
43 

•Apr.          : 

May            ; 
June          J 

4.5. 

4.5 

4.4. 

i 

10.5               .    : 
10.3                   : 
10.5               .    : 

6.0:    : 
5.8     J 
6.1      ; 

43 
44 
42 

July          : 
Aug.          J 
Sept.        ; 

4.4 
4.3 
4.1 

8 

: 

s 

• 
• 

10.5                   : 

10.3                    : 

9.9                    : 

6.1     : 
6.0.    ! 
5.8     : 

:             42 

:             42 
t             41 

Oct.          ! 
Nov.          ; 
Dec. 

\         3.8: 

;    ■           3.0 
:    .      .     2.8. 

9.1  : 
9*2                  : 

9.2  : 

5.3     : 
6.2      , 
6.4. 

!              42 
:             33 
I             30 

1936: 

1                                              « 
r 

•                                    * 

4 

Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar. 

•                2.8 
5                2.9 
:                3.0  . 

t 

9.1                   : 
9.1 

9.0                    i 

:        6.3 

6.2 
I        6.0  . 

:             31 
:            32 
:            33 

Apr. 

May 

:               3.0  ■• 

:           '     3.2". 

9.0                 ■  J 
9.0                     ! 

;        6.0 
:       5.8 

:             33 

:             36 

•  •  «  ■ 

•    ••••■••••■.4 

1/  One  56-pound  ^bushel  of  com  yields  about  28-29  pounds  of  hominy 
grits, "making  2.95  pounds  of  corn  per  24-oun2e  package  of  hominy  grits  as 
retailed. 

No  allowance   is  made  for  the   processing  tax  on  com,  which  was  5  cents 
per  bushel  from  Nov.   5,  1933  to  Jan.   6,  1936. 


i;l 
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Table  44.-  Peanut  butter  —  Farm- to- ret ail  price  spreads 


Year 
and 

month 


>••«■••■ 


1934 

(Feb.-Dec.avg. ) 
1935 

1935: 

Jan. 
Feb. 

Mar. 

Apr. 
May- 
June 

July 
Aug, 
Sept. 

* 

Oct. 
Nov. 
Dec. 

1936: 

Jan. 
Feb. 

Mar. 

Apr. 
May 


1/  Farm  value 
"'of:1.73.1bs. 
of  peanuts 
; cents 

:  5.7 


6.5 


>  f  ^  ■  •  •  •  I 


6.1 
7.1 
7.6 

7.6 

7.6 
7.1 

6.7 
5.9 
5.9 

5.7 

5.4 
5.2 


Retail  value 
of  1  pound  of 
peanut  butter 
cents 

16.9 


21.3 


18.2 
19.3 
20.2 

21.2 

21.9 
22.3 

22.3 
22. is 
22.2 

22.1 
21.9 
21.6 


5.2 
5.4 
5.2 

5.4 
5.7 


21.1 
20.1 
19.4 

19.0 
18.8 


Actual 
margin 

cents 

11.1 


14.8 


12.1 
12.2 
12,6 

13.6 
14.3 
15.2 

15.6 
16.4 
16.3 

16.4 
16.5 
16.3 


: 

15.9 

:. 

14.7 

ft 
• 

14,2 

• 

13.6 

! 

13.1 

• 
• 

Farm  value  as 
percentage  of 
retail  value 
percent 

•3% 


SIX 


34 
37 

36 

M 

35 

3e 
a? 

25 
34 


as 
a7 


30 


•••••< 


'•••••• I 


1/     One  pound  of  peanut  butter  is  processed  from  1.73  pounds  of  ftirm 
stock  peanuts. 

No  allowance   is  made  for  the   processing  tax,  which  was  1  cent  per  pound 
of  farm  stock  peanuts  from  Oct,   1,    1934  to  Jan.    6,   1936. 
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Table  45,-  Green  beans  —  Farm- to- re tail  price  spreads 


Year 


1934 
1935 


'"l^'Farm  value 
of  1/30  bushel 
of  green  beans 
cents 
2.8  • 
3.5 


:  Retail  value 
:  of  1  lb.  of 
:  .  green  beans 


2/ 


l««»**«**«4 


fmmmt 


cents 

ToTt* 

12.0 


:  Actual 
:  margin 

••••••••■••a 

;    -cents 


7.9 
8.5 


Farm  value  as 

percentage  of 

retail  value 

percent 

26 

29 


1^'     Fann  value  is  based  upon  the   seasonal  ayerage  faim  price  per 
30-pound  bushel   of  snap  beans  for  market. 


Table  46.-  Carrots  —  Farm- to-retail  price  spreads 


Year   : 


I  ■•«■«• I 


1934 
1935 


(•■■••••••I 


Y[  Farm  value 

of  1/55  bushel 

of  carrots 

cents 

0.9 

1.0 


:  Retail  value 
:   of  1  bunch 
:   of  carrots 
:  ?    cents 
:  .  2/   5.3 
5.5 


•  •  mm  m  a  •  •  •  4  • 

:  Actual 
:  margin 


»•••••! 


cents  : 

4.4  : 

4.5  : 


Farm  value  as 

percentage  of 

retail  value 

percent  , 

17 

18 


1/     Farm  value  is  based  upon  the  seasonal  ajverage  farm  price  per 
50-pound  bushel  of  carrots  for  market,  assuming  an  a[verage  of  55  bunches 
per  bushel. 


Table  47.-  Celery  —  Faim-to-retail  price  spreads 


: *i^ -Farm 'vaIue''''Y'""HeVaiT' value" 

Year   :  of  1/78  of  a       :       of  1  bunch 

L2/?.T?.^?.l:?..9?..9?A??:yA PX.P.^le^.. 

•  cents  :  cents 

1934  :  1.6  :     2/       9.8 

1935  :  2.3  :  10.3 


Actual   :  Farm  value  as 

margin   :  percentage  of 

:  retail  value 

cents   :  percent 

8.2      :  16 

8.0     :  22 


,••■•«••*••< 


1/     Farm  value  is  based  upon  the   seasonal  average  fainn  price  per 
90-Found  ^/3-crate  of  celery  for  market,   assuming  an  average  of  6^  dozen 
bunches  per  2/3-crate, 


2/     Retail  value  for  1934  is  the  average  far  11  months,  February  to 
DecCTiber. 


I  • 
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Table  48,-  Lettuce  ~  Farm-to-retail  price  spreads 

' r"**Y/' Fsiro*  vidu*e******V'  Reta^^^  s  Actual   :  Farm  value  as 

year   :       of  1/48  crate         :         of  1  head       J  margin  :  percentage  of 

! of  .letJ'lVP.®....i....5.....9?.A?.t1^»H?.®.....» l...^?*?.iA..X?^.H?. 

•       cents      :     cents     :  cents  :    percent 

1934  :        2.8   *    i  2/   8.9      t       6.1   :•      31 

1935  :        3.0       :      8.8      *.. ...?:?.. ..I. .??. 

1/     Farm  value  is  based  upon  the  seasonal  average  farm  price  p*r 
75-pound  crate  of  lettuce  for  market,   assuming  4in  average  of  4  dozen 
heads  per  crate. 


Table  49.-  Spinach  —  Farm-to-retail  price  spreads 


Year 


1934 
1935 


i/  Farm  value 
of  1/18  bushel 
of  spinach, 
cents 
2.2        • 
3.1 


i  Retail  value 
•       of .1  pound 
;       of  spinach 
":  cents 

i  2/  .    7.1 
2  7.9 


«  Actual    :  Farm  value  as 

'i  margin  :  percentage  of 

:  :     retail  value 

cents   :         percent. 

4.9     :.  31 
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Table  51,-  Canned  asparagus  --  Farm- to-retail  price  spreads 


Year 


1934 
.1935 


1/  Farm*  value 
"of  2.19  lbs. 
of  asparagus 
cents 
6.2 
.7.8 


:  Retail  price  ;  Actual  ; 

:  per  No.   2  can  :  margin  : 

:  of  asparagus  :  : 

s  cents  I     cents  : 

!  2/ 


23.8 
25.5 


17.6 
17.7 


Farm  value  as 
percentage  of 
retail  value 
percent 
26 
31 


1/  Farm  value  is  based  upon  an  average  of  current  and  preceding 
years'  seasonal  average  prices  paid  California  growers  per  ton  of 
asparagus  for  manufacture. 


i 


Table  52.-  Canned  peaches  —  Farm-to-retail  price  spreads 


!•••■•< 


4.8 


I  •••••• I 


39 


1/     Farm  value  is  based  upon  the  seasonal  average  farm  price  per 
18-pound  bushel  of  spinach. 


i/  Farm  value 

;  Retail  price  :  Actual  :  Fami  value  as 

Year  i 

of  1.87  lbs.' 

:  per  No.  2j-  can  :  margin  :  percentage  of 

of  ^  peache s 

.........  .9?.  .P?.^?^.??. : .* .??.^?A^.  .Xfi.^?. 

cent  s 

:     cents      ;  cents  :     percent 

1934  ; 

sa- 

:  2/  18.4     :   15.3  :      11 

1935  J 

Rt?. 

!     19.5     :   16.8  :      14 

< 


Table  50.-  Canned  green  beans  —  Farm- to-retail  price  spreads 


;"""iy  Farm"  value 

Year   :         of  .88  lb. 

•       of  green  beans 
:  cents 

1934  ;  i:8 

1935  :  -1.9 


;  Retail  price  ;  Actual 
:  per  No.  2  can-:  margin 
:  of  green  beans  .:  .  .  ^ 
:  cents  • :     cet>ts 

•;     2/     11.8  :     lO.o" 

:     ..     11.8  :       9.9 


«  b  »  to  *  • 


Farm  value  as 
percentage  of 
retail  value 
percent 
15 
16  . 


i««a«««*«< 


■•«••• 1 


!••«••«« 


1/     Farm  value   is   based  upon  average  of  current  and  preceding  years' 
sea7onal  average  price  paid  growers  per  ton  of  green  beans  for  manu- 
facture. 


2/    Retail  value  for  1934  is  the  average  for  11  months,  February  to 
December. 


1/    Farm  value  is  based  upon  an  average  of  the   current  and   pre- 
ceding years*   seasonal  prices  paid   California  growers  per  ton  of  cling- 
stone peaches  for  canning,   as  given  in  the   California  Outlook  charts 
and  tables. 


.    Table.  53,-  Canned  pears  —  Farm- to-retail  price  spreads 

5       l7  Faim  value         ;     Retail  price     :■  Actual.:*   Faimval'ile'as' 
Year    :         of  2.06  lbs.  :  per  No.   2j  can   :  margin   :     percentage  of 

: ..of.^fars : o?.^?i^?. • *..,.?".?  I'M  J;.  .y?A^?. 

i '  '  cents'      :     cents     :  cents  :    percent 

1934  :        2-.4-       5  2/  21.4      :   19.0  :       11 

1935  :        ?.•<?..... :...7....22.9,;. '....IPa?..! -i5.^. 

1/    Farm  value  is  based  upon*  an  average  .of  the  current  and  pre- 
ceding years*  seasonal  prices  paid  California  and  Pacific  Northwest 
growers  of  Bartlett  pears  for  canning,  as  shown,  in  California  Outlook 
reports. 


2/  Retail  price  for  1934  is  the  average  for  11  months,  February  to 
December, 
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